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IANCASHIRE & YORKSHIRE ACCIDENT 
INSURANCE COMPANY, Lr. 
HEAD OFFICE: 30, BROWN STREET, MANCHESTER, 


Established 4877. Capital, £200,000. 


This COMPANY’S GUARANTEE BONDS are accepted by 
HM. COURTS OF CHANCERY and BOARD OF TRADE, and by 
all Departments of H.M. Government. 
MORTGAGE and DEBENTURE INSURANCE. 

The “‘ CLIMAX” POLICY of the Company provides against 
ACCIDENTS —ILLNESS— PERMANENT DISABLEMENT, &c. 
(pital Sums Assured under the Policy are added to annually under a 

CUMULATIVE BONUS SCHEME. 


Policies are also issued indemnifying Employers in relation to the Work- 
gen’s Compensation Acts, 1897-1900, the Employers’ Liability Act, 1880, 
méat Common Law, and Public Liability (Third Party) Risks. 

R. KENNEDY MITCHELL, Manager and Secretary. 


LAW KEVERSIONARY INTEREST 


THANET HOUSE, 231-232, STRAND LONDON, W.C. 
OPPOSITE THE LAW COURTS), 
REMOVED FROM No. 24, LINCOLN’S INN FIELDS, W.C. 
Estas.isuep 1853. 
Capital Stock ... " ... £400,000 
Debenture Stock sa a “a ... £278,130 
REVERSIONS BOUGHT. LOANS MADE THEREON. 
Proposal Forms and full ngronton may be had at the Society’s Offices. 
. OSCAR NASH, F.1.A., Actuary and Secretary. 


IMPORTANT TO SOLICITORS X 


X In Drawing LEASES or MORTGAGES of 
LICENSED PROPERTY 
To see that the Insurance Covenants include a policy covering the risk of 
LO8S OR FORFEITURE OF THE LICENSE. 




















Suitable clauses, settled by Counsel, can be obtained on application to 
THE LICENSES INSURANCE CORPORATION 
GUARANTEE FUND, LIMITED, 
24, MOORGATE STREET, LONDON, E.C. 
Mortgages Guaranteed on Licensed Properties promptly, without 
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special valuation and at low rates. 
LEGAL AND GENERAL LIFE ASSURANCE 
SOCIETY. 
ESTABLISHED 1836. 
10, FLEET STREET, LONDON. 
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Current. Topics. 
Writ of Error. 

Tae wate Mr. Justice SrzpHen, in his History of the Criminal 
Law of England, at p. 308, after stating that it is a characteristic 
feature in English criminal procedure that it admits of no 
appeal, properly so called, either upon matters of fact or upon 
matters of law, though there are a certain number of pro- 
ceedings which to some extent appear to be, and to some extent 
really are, exceptions to this rule, goes on to say that the first of 
these exceptions is a writ of error, which is a remedy applicable 
to those cases only “in which some irregularity apparent upon 
the record of the proceedings takes place in the procedure.” 
As the record takes no notice either of the evidence or of the 
direction given by the judge to the jury, errors of fact or of law 
may occur without being in any way brought upon the record, 
and for this, among other reasons, writs of error are 80 
limited in their application that they are but rarely used, 
Where, however, it is apparent from the indictment and judg- 
ment, which form part of the record, that the sentence pronounced 
in the case was illegal, a writ of error is available to procure the 
reversal of the judgment and to have a legal judgment duly ow 
nounced. We understand that the Government have had 
occasion to consider how far this procedure may be applied in 
cases where an illegal sentence has been brought to their notice, 
but the prisoner, from ignorance or poverty,.has taken no 
steps to reverse it. But the rule laid down in Bacon’s Abridg+ 
ment—Error, that no person can bring a writ of error to reverse 
a judgment who was not party or privy to the record, or who was 
not ¢ aye by the judgment, and, therefore, is to receive advan- 
tage by the reversal thereof, appears to restrict these proceedings 
to the defendant. We believe, however, that there in instances 
in which this objection, though it might have been made, was not 
taken, and the matter is likely to be fully considered by the 
Crown officers. 


Costs of Taxation. 

Two important points with respect to taxation of bills of costs 
were dealt with by Swivren Eapy, J., last week in Ze 
Mercantile Lighterage Co. (Limited) (re elsewhere). The first 
related to the items which are to be included in the bill for the 
purpose of ascertaining whether more than one-sixth has been 
taxed off so as to throw the costs of taxation on the solicitor. A 
former liquidator of a company in liquidation was having his 
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costs taxed against tie company. He had been engaged in litiga- 
tion on behalf of the company, and in this he had been allowed 
party and party costs against the adverse party, which had been 
paid. In carrying in his bill for solicitor and client costs, these 
party and party costs were included as part of his costs, 

the amount which be had received was put to the 
credit of the company. The registrar struck out these two 
items as being unnecessary, and of course this was so with 
regard to the ultimate balance of the bill; but they were of im- 
portance in ascertaining the proportion of the bill taxed off, 
and Swivren Eapy, J., held that they ought to have been 
retained. It seems sufficiently clear that this was the correct 
course. The order for taxation, the learned judge pointed out, 
was to tax, not the difference between the party and party and 
the solicitor and client costs, but the costs as between solicitor 
and client, and this means the whole costs, and not merely so 
much as has not been paid. ‘ An attorney’s bill,” said Tinpat, 
C.J., in Waller v. Lacy (1 M. & G. 54), “generally speaking 
ought to give a history of the cause so as to enable the officer to 
judge of the propriety of the various items of which it is 
composed ; but if part only of the charges are set forth, he has 
not sufficient materials whereon to form his judgment.” This 
principle is not observed if the extra solicitor and client costs 
are charged separately ; and, apart from this reason, a bill so 
made out would not shew all the costs which are in fact 
chargeable against the client, although part of them may be 
in fact paid by the other side. Hence, for the purpose of 
applying the one-sixth rule, the bill should include the entire 
costs. 


Taxation Against a Fund. 


THE sEconp point in Re Mercantile Lighterage Co. (Limited) 
(supra) related to the construction of clause 38) of R.S. C. ord. 
65, r. 27. That clause enunciates in a special form the one- 
sixth rule for purpose of taxation as against afund. It provides 
that ‘‘if, on the taxation of a bill of costs payable out of a fund or 
estate (real or personal), or out of the assets of a company in 
liquidation, the amount of the professional charges contained in 
the bill is reduced by a sixth part, no costs shall be allowed to 
the solicitor leaving the bill fur taxation for drawing aud copy- 
ing it, nor fur a'tending the taxation.” It is stated in the 
Annual Practice (1906, vol. 1, p. 946) that the practice under the 
rule in the taxing office is to arrive at the sixth by including the 
disbursements, so that the provisions of the rule are not applied 
unless the total bill is reduced by a sixth part, and from the memo- 
randum as to the practice furnished to the learned judge by 
Master Suzanme it appears to have arisen out of proceedings in 
connection with the rule when it was made in 1489. As first 
published, it contained after the words “ professional charges ” 
the words “exclusive of disbursements,” but these were after- 
wards struck out and the rule was issued in its present form. 
Apparently the alteration was made under the impression that 
the words “ professional charges” by themselves would include 
disbursements—at any rate such professional payments as are 
included in a bill of costs for the purpose of ordinury taxation 
(see Le Remnant, 11 Beav., p. 613; He Kingdon & Wilson, 50 
W. R. 533; 1902, 2 Ch. 242); and possibly this would have 
been the result had not another rule of the same order drawn an 
express distinction between ‘' professional charges” and 
“disbursements.” ‘In every bill of costs,” so runs rule 19h, 
“the professional charges shall be entered in a separate column 
from the disbursements.” In face of this it seems hardly 

ssible to say that in rule 27 (384) “ professional charges ” 
includes disbursements, and Swinrew Eapy, J., has held that it 
does not. In this respect, pending an alteration in the rule, the 
practice of the taxing office will be altered. 


Collision Between a Fowl! and a Bicycle. 


Is oxz of the recent county court cases the action was for 
dam»ge to « bicycle and for personal injury to its owner. While 
the plaintiff was cycling past the defendant's house, a fowl flew 
from the house and grounds across the road and came in contact 
with the bicycle, throwing the plaintiff to the ground and 
dameging the wachine. The judge is reported to have given 
judgment for the plaintiff, and to have said that people 


pigs, or poultry. We have no wish to dispute this proposition, 
but we cannot say that the judgment appears to us to be quits 
satisfactory. If the defendant, standing in his own 

had thrown some article into the road which had struck ang 
injured the plaintiff, there would be good reason for gop. 
tending that the accident was caused by the defendant’, 
negligence, for which he was responsible. But to alloy 
fowls or other birds of the farm to disport themselye 
on the highway is another matter. It is impossible to prevent 
the fowls belonging to a farmhouse from assembling on the 
King’s highway. In so doing they themselves incur some 
danger from the passing traffic, especially from the swift and 
treacherous motor. If one of them were to get under the wheels 
of a bicycle and injure both itself and the carriage with which 
it came into contact, there might be a quarrel es to who should 
bring the action, the owner of the bird or the owner of the 
bicycle. It has often been laid down that it is equally the duty 
of passengers when crossing a street to look out for vehicles ag 
it is the duty of the drivers of vehicles to look out for passengers, 
and it seems to us that there is just as much reason for saying that 
the bicycle was negligently driven against the fowl as for saying 
that the fowl ran against the bicycle. In any case we can see no 
proof of well-defined negligence on the part of the defendant. 


The Liability of Boarding-house Keepers. 


THE KEEPER of a boarding-house is not under the strict 
liability as to the care of his guests’ goods which the law 
imposes upon an innkeeper, but the recent decision of the Court 
of Appeal in Scarborough v. Cosgrove (54 W. R. 100; 1905, 2 
K. B. 805) shews that he cannot disclaim liability altogether, 
Hitherto the law on the point has been unsettled in consequence 
of the conflicting opinions expressed in Dansey v. Richardson 
(3 E. & B. 144) and Holder v. Soulby (8 W. R. 438, 8 C. B. N. 8, 
254). In the former case the court were agreed that a boarding. 
house keeper impliedly undertakes to take due and proper care 
of a guest’s baggage, though they differed on the extent to 
which he was responsible for the negligence of his servant. The 
boarding-house keeper, said Campse.t, C.J., receives the guest 
with his goods on the terms of taking due and reasonable 
care of the goods while they are in the houseand the guest remains 
a guest therein; and Wicutmay, J., in considering the extent of 
the boarding-house keeper’s liability, said: “I can find no 
authority for holding that a boarding-house keeper a 
bound to take more care about the goods of his guest, 
which are no further given into his care than by being 
in his house with the guest, than he as a prudent owner 
would take in respect of his own.” Having regard 
to these and other dicta in Dansey v. Richardson, it is, as 
was remarked by Coxzins, M.R., in Scarborough v. Cosgrow 
(supra), singular that in the subsequent case of Holder v. Soulby 
(supra) Ertz, C J , should have said that there was no authority 
for the proposition that, in the case of landlord and lodger, there 
was a duty upon the former to take due and proper care of 
his lodger’s goods. In principle, as the Master of the Rolls 
observed, there is no difference between the case of a lodging: 
house and a boarding-house, and the duty would seem to have 
been sufficiently recognized in Dansey v. Ruhardson, In 
Scarborough v. Cosgrove, however, DaxxinaG, J., treated Holder v. 
Soulby as a binding authority, and held that there was no case 
to go tothe jury. The plaintiff, who was a guest in the defend- 
ant’s boarding-house, had complained of the want of means of 
safely locking up jewellery, and had been told that further 

recautions were unnecessary as all the other guests were well 

nown. The jewellery was stulen by a guest who had been 
received into the house without inquiry, and who was a thief 
known to the police. The Court of Appeal have held that 
Dansey v. Richardson is to be followed in preference to Holder v. 
Soulby, and that it should have been 4eft to the jury to say 
whether there had been a want of reasonable care on the part 
of the defendant, ‘‘ Seeing,” said Romxr, L.J., “ that the land- 
lord carries on his business of a boarding-house keeper 4 
reward, I think he is bound to carry on that business with 
reasonable care, having regard to the nature and 00 
conduct of the business as known to the guest, or as represented 
to the guest by him.” Accordingly the case was sent for a new 
trial. 
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Wrongful Dismissal. 


In tHE case of Clouston § Co, (Limited) v. Corry (1906, A. CO. 
122), an appeal from the Court of Appeal of New Zealand, a 
decision of some interest was given by the Judicial Committee 
of the Privy Council in an action for wrongful dismissal where 
the jury had found a verdict for the plaintiff with substantial 
damages. It appeared that in 1902 an agreement had been 
made by which the plaintiff undertook faithfully to serve the 
defendant company for five years as manager of the grain and 

uce department of the business of the company. In 1903 
rn. dismissed, and one of the grounds on which his dismissal 
was justified was that he had grossly misconducted himself at a 
township called Havelock and had been convicted by a magis- 
trate of drunkenness. At the trial the evidence given by the 
defendants as to the plaintiffs drunkenness and the use of foul 
language at Havelock was very strong, and was virtually admitted 
by the plaintiff. He also said ‘‘I have commonly been drunk,” 
In respect of his misconduct the plaintiff was charged before, 
and convicted by, a magistrate at Havelock, and a report of the 

roceedings appeared in the Press. The judge who presided at 

e trial declined to direct a verdict for the defendants, but 
asked the jury to say whether the defendants were justified in 
dismissing the plaintiff for his conduct at Havelock. To leave 
this question to the jury would to many persons appear to be a 
wholly unnecessary proceeding. As far back as the days of 
Oraetxo and Cassio drunkenness has been regarded as a good 
cause for the dismissal of an officer or servant, and drunkenness 
was fully admitted by the plaintiff. Lord Bramwe tt said, 

rhaps hastily, in his evidence before a commission to inquire 
into legal procedure, that in actions for wrongful dismissal the 
jury invariably find a verdict for the plaintiff, and he 
would not have been surprised at the verdict of the New 

Zealand jury, who found that the justification was not proved, 
and that the plaintiff was entitled to recover £875 damages. 
In these circumstances the Judicial Committee were strongly 
pressed to hold that the question turned upon the legal effect 
of the evidence or admissions, and that it was not for the jury 
to decide as to the legal rights of the parties. Their ee 
however, after saying that there must be considerable difficulty 
in determining the extent or conditions of intoxication which 
would establish a justification for dismissal, held that the judge 
was right in submitting the issues of fact to the jury. They 
were, however, of opinion that the verdict was so unsatisfactory 
that it could not be maintained, and directed that a new trial 
should take place. We may be excused for thinking that the 
procedure by which justice has ultimately been satisfied in this 
colonial case is rather dilatory and unsatisfactory. 


What is Negligence? 


NxGiicEnce has been defined by lawyers in many ways, but it 
always appears to be considered as necessarily implying some 
form of carelessness. It does not necessarily imply carelessness 
from the point of view of the individual who is alleged to have 
been guilty of it; yet he may be an ignorant man who acted in 
the manner complained of without any carelessness in the 
ordinary sense, but without knowing that his act might cause 
injury, and without that care which a prudent man would use. 
Hence negligence is that absence of care which a prudent and 
reasonable man would use in the circumstances. A case was tried 
this week at the Manchester Assizes (Manning v. Londonand North- 
Western Railway Co.), in which the plaintiff sued for damages for 
— injuries caused by the negligence of the defendants. 

he plaintiff had fallen when alighting from a train, and the 
sole negligence alleged was the excessive height of the footboard 
of the carriage above the platform of the station. This distance 
was a usual one for wayside stations and satisfied the former 
requirements of the Board of Trade. ‘The state of things seems 
to have existed for many years without complaint, but when new 
stations are constructed, the Board of Trade now require the 
platforms to be higher, The jury found that the drop was too 
great and was attended by danger, and asked the judge to rule 
whether this seaitintel negligence. Bray, J., however, 
directed them that they must decide this question for themselves. 
They then found a verdict for the company, coupled with a 
recommendation that all the platforms should be raised to the 


position the judge took. 


resent requirements of the Board of Trade. It is not easy 

om the reports in the newspapers to see exactly what 

It was clearly for him to say 

whether there was any evidence from which the jury could 

reasonably infer negligence, and the facts said to constitute 

negligence do not seem to have been really in dispute. 

It may be assumed, therefore, that the judge did think there 

was evidence to go to the jury. It is submitted, however, that 

there was no evidence of what can properly be called negligence. 

Whatever was done was done deliberately and wilfully. There 

was no sort of carelessness in the construction either of platform 

or of carriage. Each may be assumed to have been constructed 

under the best advice available to the company. The suggested 
negligence was that the carriage was dangerous with reference 
to the platform, or else the platform was dangerous with reference 
to the carriage. But when the height complained of was 

originally fixed, it was considered the most suitable. True, of 
late years, railway companies have, as the result of long experi- 
ence, learnt to improve their property in many respects. Tt is 
unreasonable, however, to expect a company to put every 
improvement in operation immediately over their whole system. 
To raise all their platforms at once to the height now accepted as 
best would probably be financially impossible, and, at all 
events, disastrous to the shareholders. It is not as if the doing 
of some small thing, which experience had shewn to be advis- 
able, had been neglected ; here it is imputed as negligence to a 
company that they do not carry out vast and costly operations 
to alter works which, when constructed, were up to all the 
requirements of the time To refrain from so doing may be a 
breach of their duty, but it cannot properly be called negligence. 
In obtaining a verdict the company were more fortusate than 
were the defendants in the well-known case of Foulkes v. Metro- 
politan District Railway Co. (5 C. P. D. 157), in which the facts 
were somewhat similar. 


The Legal Custody of Children. 


A QUESTION put recently to the magistrate of the West London 
court with reference to the legal custody of a girl between 
sixteen and twenty-one is reported to have elicited the 
answer that the father’s legal custody ceased at sixteen. The 
applicant, a girl over sixteen, wanted to go on the stage against 
the wishes of her parents, and she applied to Mr. Garrerr to 
know if she was still under their legal control, or whether she 
could follow her own inclinations without their interference. 
The magistrate tried to combine legal information with sensible 
advice, and he tempered the statement that legal control ceased 
at sixteen with the observation that wishes of parents were 
not to be disregarded. The applicant, however, seems to have 
been content with the law of the matter, and after pinning 
the magistrate to the opinion that the legal custody of a girl 
ceases at sixteen, she went away happy. But her spirits 
would have been judiciously chastened, and the law would 
have been stated with perhaps more correctness, if she 
had been told that the legal control of her father lasted till 
twenty-one. For some purposes, of course, the law fixes sixteen 
as the age when a girl is free to choose for herself. Ifa girl 
under sixteen is brought up on Aadeas corpus, the court orders 
her to be placed in lawful custody, and this, in general, is the 
custody of the father. Buta girl over sixteen, like a boy over 
fourteen, is treated as old enough to elect Where she will reside, 
and, if she refuses to return to the custody of her father, the 
court will not compel her to go to him. This, however, as was 
pointed out in Re Agar-Eilis, Agar-Ellis vy. Lascelles (24 Ch. D. 
317), is only for the purpose of proceedings on Aabeas corpus, and 
in that case Brerr, M R, declined to allow that the rule affected 
the general principle as to a father’s rights over his children. 
“Tt seems to me,” he said, “to be directly contrary to the law 
of Eogiand, which is that the father has the control over the 
person, education, and conduct of his children until they are 
twenty-one years of age.” ‘The practical result is that, so long 
as a girl under twenty-one lives with her father she is bouad to 
obey him, and the order made in Re ger- Ais shews that this 
obedience will be enforced—at any rate where the child is made 
a ward of court—even though the result appears to be harsh. 
But it she chooses to leave home and start for herself, the law 
will not compel her return, 
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Breaking Up the Streets in London. 


Tue Royal Commission on London Traffic brings forcibly to 
our notice the evils resulting from the breaking up of the streets 
for the purposes of different undertakings. It appears that the 
principal streets in each district of London are from time to time 
broken up by at least one water company, one gas company, one 
electric lighting company, the National Telephone Co., and the 
telegraph department of the General Post Office in connection 
with its telephones, and in certain districts also by a hydraulic 
power company—at least six in all. In view of the great congestion 
of traffic in particular thoroughfares, the number of openings does 
not necessarily represent the extent to which traffic is dislocated, 
but the variouscompanies now generally havetheir mainsalong the 
chief thoroughfares, which are as a rule the most congested. This, 
together with the repairs by the local authorities necessitated by 
the greater wear and tear, renders the streets which are most 
important from a locomotive point of view most liable to 
obstruction. So far back as 1902 a Bill was prepared 
providing that the undertakers should give three months’ 
notice to the street authority and the Commissioner 
of Police of their intention to break up a street, 
and also that the street authority might make regula- 
tions prescribing the points at which, and the extent to 
which, a street might be broken up by undertakers at any time, 
the sequence or order in which, and the hours at which such 
street might be broken up. This Bill, however, was not pro- 
ceeded with, and the general opinion seems now to be that the 
present evils can only be remedied by placing in the hands of a 
central authority a general power to regulate and control the 
breaking up of streets by companies and others (excluding the 
city corporation and the borough councils). 


Cheque Crossed ‘‘ Account Payee.”’ 


One or the financial periodicals, after referring to the fact 
that many business houses are in the habit of crossing their 
cheques ‘‘ account payee,” in the belief that cheques so crossed 
can only be credited to the account of the payee, observes that 
this crossing is not authorized by the Bills of Exchange Act, 
1882, and does not constitute an absolute safeguard, inasmuch 
as it does not bind the collecting banker. The “ account 
payee” crossing has now been in use for a number of years, 
though it cannot be said that it is in any way authorized or recog- 
nized by the Bills of Exchange Act. It may be taken to amount 
to an intimation, for what it is worth, to the collecting banker 
that the cheque and proceeds are intended for one particular 
person’s account, and that he must exercise caution if he collect 
the cheque for any account other than that indicated. The question 
then arises, is it negligence for a banker to collect such a cheque 
for an account other than that specified without inquiry and 
satisfactory explanation? By section 82 of the Bills of Exchange 
Act, 1882, “where a banker in good faith and without negli- 
gence receives payment for a customer of a cheque crossed 
generally or specially to himself, and the customer has no title 
or a defective title thereto, the banker shall not incur any 
liability to the true owner of the cheque by reason only of 
having received such payment.” The bankers’ contention upon 
the construction of this section must be that the “ account 
payee” crossing is unauthorized ; is unknown to the law, and that 
heis entitled to collect the cheque for the customer presenting 
it without regard to the words superadded. But, considering the 
continued and increasing use of this addition, there is, to say the 
least, a risk that a jury would regard the intimation as one 
which the collecting banker was not entitled to disregard. 


Impossibility by Domestic Law. 


A vrcision of the Supreme Court of Texas (J/ouston Ice Co. v. 
Keenan, 88 8. W. Rep. 197) seems to involve some hardship. A 
lessee covenauted to pay certain rent and to use the demised 
premises for no purpose except that of a saloon, i¢.,a place 
where intoxicating liquors are sold. At the time the lease was 
executed a law was in force by which any county might adopt 
prohibition by popular vote. Before the term began, but after 
the lease was executed and delivered, the county in which the 
demised premises were did so adopt prohibition, and thereby 


ae 
held that this impossibility did not absolve the lessee from either 
covenant; the court treating the impossibility created by the 
application of domestic law as analogous to a supervenj 
impossibility in fact, and holding that the lessee was not po 
by that which he was able to foresee. The test according to 
English law (see Baily v. De Crespigny, L. R. 4 Q. B. 189) ig 
whether the legislation which rendered the covenant impossible 
was subsequent to the contract, and we should have thought that 
there was some ground for contending that it was. 








Municipal Trading. 

Ir is singular that it should have fallen to the lot of Mr. Justigg 
FarwELl, who is perhaps the most non-political of judges, to 
decide two cases of an eminently political character. The 
Taff Vale Railway case (50 W. R. 44; 1901, A. OC. 426) in 
which the learned judge’s decision, after being reversed by the 
Court of Appeal, was restored by the House of Lords, has been 
a leading factor in the recent overthrow of the party which is 
supposed to be responsible for the failure to get rid of the 
decision by legislative action, and his decision this week in 
Attorney-General v. Manchester Corporation (Times, 6th inst.) ig 
likely to produce a similar agitation for the removal of the legal 
disabilities on municipal trading. 

The latter case is, in its practical bearings, similar to that of 
London County Council v. Attorney-General (50 W. R. 497; 1902, 
A. C. 165), where it was held that the London County Coungil 
were not entitled to run omnibuses in connection with their 
tramway system; but technically the two cases are distinguished 
by the fact that the London County Council is a corporation 
created by statute, while the Manchester Corporation is 
constituted under royal charter. Consequently the powers of 
the county council are restricted to such as are expressly or 
impliedly conferred by statute. “‘The county council,” said 
Cozzns-Harpy, J., in Attorney-General v. London County Couneil 
(1901, 1 Ch., p. 788), ‘‘ is a body created by statute, and to every 
such statutory creation the language used by Lord Biacksvuan in 
the House of Lords with reference to a railway company in 
Attorney-General vy. Great Eastern Railway Co. (5 App. Cas., at 
p- 481) applies: ‘Where there is an Act of Parliament 
creating a corporation for a particular purpose, and 
giving it powers for that particular purpose, what it does 
not expressly or impliedly authorize is to be taken to be pro- 
hibited.’”’ On the other hand, a municipal corporation is created 
by charter, and the difference between a statutory corporation 
and a corporation incorporated by royal charter is, as Farweut, 
J., said in the present case, well settled. ‘‘'The former can do 
such acts only as are authorized directly or indirectly by the 
statute creating it ; the latter (speaking generally) can do every- 
thing that an ordinary individual can do.” 

But while a municipal corporation is thus free from the 
general disability which affects statutory corporations, it is 
subject to the restrictions imposed by the Municipal Corpora- 
tions Act, 1882, and will consequently be restrained from apply. 
ing the borough funds to purposes not authorized by that Act 
Hence where any exercise of the corporate powers requires the 
expenditure of money, and such expenditure is not authorized 
by the Act of 1882, it is necessary to obtain special 
statutory powers for the purpose, and then the legality 
of the expenditure depends, just as in the case of & 
statutory corporation, upon the construction of the relevant 
statutes. This is the effect of Attorney-General v, Corpora 
tion of Newcastle-upon-Tyne (23 Q. B. D. 492), where it 
was held that a municipal corporation, which was subject to the 
Municipal Corporations Act, 1882, and to a local Improvement 
Act, was not at liberty to pay sums out of the rates for the 
purpose of freeing a bridge from tolls, this purpose not being 
within the objects of the local Act. A contract eutered into for 
this purpose was not illegal and void, because the payments 
might be made out of the surpluses of the borough fund and of 
certain other funds, if such surpluses existed; but it was not 
lawful for the corporation to create the necessary fund out of 4 
borough rate. 

In the present case of Attorney-General v. Corporation of 





rendered it impossible to use the premises for a saloon. It was 





Manchester the defendant corporation had statutory powers 


Feb. 10, 1906 [i 
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uire and work tramways, and it was proposed to establish 
also a system for the collection, carriage, and delivery of parcels. 

This was not to be limited tothe tramways. The corporation pro- 

dto collect and deliver parcels outside the radius of the tram- 
ines altogether, between places having no connection with them, 
and to collect and deliver goods which had never travelled, and 
were not intended to travel, by their trams at all. In pursuance 
of this p'an they issued in April, 1905, a book of rates and 
arrangements for the conveyance of parcels traffic from Man- 
chester to all parts of the United Kingdom and abroad, and 
described themselves as agents for all railway companies, and 
they spent considerable sums in preparations for carrying on 
this business. The expenditure on the business they proposed 
to include in the tramway accounts. Primd facie all this involved 

a considerable addition to the tramway undertaking, and 
although the corporation might have power to enter into the busi- 
ness under their general powers as a corporation, yet the legality 
of the necessary expenditure depended upon the statutes which 
authorized the working of the tramways. 

The special statutory powers of the Manchester Corporation 
date from 1875, when a provisional order, confirmed by 38 & 39 
Vict. c. clxvii., was obtained empowering the corporation to con- 
struct and maintain a specified tramway, and to work and use the 
same. The tramway might be used “for the purpose of con- 
veying passengers, animals, goods, minerals, and parcels,” and 
the tolls which might be taken for the various classes of traffic 
were regulated. ‘The Act provided for the case of a lease of the 
tramways by the corporation, and at first this course was adopted, 
and the trams were worked by the lessees, but subsequently it 
was seen that the corporation might appropriate the profits to 
be derived from the working, and a later statute —the Manchester 
Corporation Act, 1897 (60 & 61 Vict. c. ccxli.)—as Farwett, J., 
observed, clearly contemplated the working of the tramways by 
the corporation itself. ‘It is common knowledge,” said 
the learned judge, “that by this time municipalities had 
in many cases been authorized to acquire works of a 
public nature within their boundaries with a view 
to working them at a profit. It is no part of the 
function of this court to consider whether municipal trading of 
this or any other kind is or is not politic; my duty is confined 
to construing the Acts by which the Legislature has conferred 
that power, and I know of nothing that would authorize me 
to apply principles of construction to an Act giving power to a 
municipality to carry on some trading operations differing from 
those applicable to an Act giving similar powers to any other 
corporate body.” 

_ The corporation mainly relied upon the Manchester Corpora- 
tion Act, 1899 (62 & 63 Vict. c. ccliv.), which extended their 
powers to the working of tramways withinghe city in connection 
with those in adjoining or neighbouring districts. To the terms 
of the Act it is unnecessary to refer in detail. It is sufficient to 

uote Mr. Justice Farwetx’s statement of its effect. ‘This 

ct, In my opinion, enables the corporation to run carriages 
and take tolls on all the network of tramways mentioned 
therein, and to use such tramways for the purpose of carrying 
passengers and of conveying and delivering animals, goods, 
minerals, and parcels.’’ And he held that this delivery need not 
be from the trams. The corporation were entitled to deliver at 
the addresses of consignees and to use horses and carts for this 
purpose. But this was restricted to goods which travelled along 
the trams, and there was nothing in the Acts which authorized 
the corporation to act as carriers generally without refer- 
ence to their tramways. Their powers were restricted to 
what was incidental to exercising the express statutory powers. 

To collect and deliver parcels for the tramway,” said the 

learned judge, “is fairly incidental ; to collect and deliver parcels 
outside the radius of the trams, and without any connection with 
the trams, is not incidental to the tram business but distinct from 


: 


it. 


But, as already explained, this limit upon the statutory powers 
did not place a corresponding limit upon the corporate powers as 
such, It only prevented the use of th 
the additional carrying business, and the corporation contended 
that, under the circumstances, the extension of the business in- 
Yolved no additional burden upon the rates. Fanweu, J., 
however, not unnaturally declined to believe that a large general 








e rates for the purpose of | 


delivery service and a general railway ey could be added 
to a service limited to the connection with trams without ex- 
pense, though the amount of this expense would be a matter of 
inquiry. Accordingly he made ad ation that the defendants 
were not entitled to expend any part of the rates or of the receipts 
of their tramway undertaking for the a of carrying on 
the business of carriers except as part of and in connection with 
their tramway undertaking, and granted an injunction accord- 
ingly, leaving the plaintiff to take an inquiry on similar lines if 
he so desired at his own risk. The learned judge left open the 
question as to the legality of the charges which the corporation pro- 
posed to make for the extended service beyond the statutory tolls 
—charges to which the plaintiff was not entitled to object ; and it 
is possible that the corporation could maintain this service if the 
receipts were sufficient to cover the expenditure. But this would, 
of course, involve personal risk to the members of the council, 
and it is hardly likely that such a course will be adopted. For 
the present it must be recognized that special developments of 
municipal trading require the express sanction of Parliament. 


The Pope and Notaries Public. 


THE judgment delivered by Sir Lewis Dippen as Master of the 
Faculties on Monday last in Re A Notary Public, Ex parte The 
Provincial Society of Notaries Public was a somewhat quaint pro- 
duction. We are not accustomed to expect the jurisdiction over 
notaries to be regulated by the proceedings in bygone times of His 
Holiness the Pope, yet we find the learned Master anxiously searching 
for an instance of such proceedings. Verily we live and learn. 

The application was made by the society that the name of a notary 
might be removed from the roll of notaries on the ground that he 
had been struck off the roll of solicitors; and the first question was 
whether the court had jurisdiction to make such an order. Now, as 
the jurisdiction which the Master of the Faculties exercises, on behalf 
of the Archbishop of Canterbury, in the matter of notaries was created 
by the statute 25 Hen. 8, c. 21, as part of the general transfer to the 
Archbishop of Canterbury of the Pope’s jurisdiction in the matter of 
dispensations, the question, to some extent, turned on whether the 
Pope could, before that statute, have revoked a faculty appointing 
an English notary. No case could be found in which he had done 
so, but the learned Master of the Faculties had great difficulty in 
believing that there must not have been such a case, and that the 
Pope had not, and did not exercise, jurisdiction for that ag sae He 
thought it was in the highest degree improbable that the Pope did 
not possess the power to determine that particular sort of faculty. 
Perhaps it may be humbly suggested as somewhat unlikely that all the 
cost of a journey to Rome, and of ings before the Pope, would 
be incurred in order to obtain the removal of a single erring English 
notary. 

Its more singular that there are no precedents in the Faculty Office 
of the exercise of the power by the Master of the Faculties after the 
dat of the above-mentioned statute. Bat here again the ingenuity 
of the learned Master afforded an explanation. It might be accounted 
for partly by the fact of the great care which was observed in the 
choosing of notaries. And, at all events, he did not think it safe to 
assume, from the absence of record, that the power had never been. 
used, because the record of its use would be less easily found than 
that of the appointment of notaries. He was not prepared to say— 
in fact he thought it would be misleading to say—that because no 
record was found, no case had ever existed. He pointed out, moreover, 
that an Act of 6 & 7 Vict. c. 90, s. 9, without conferring any power to 
strike off the roll, assumed that the power existed, and enacted that 
it should not be exercised in particular cases, which were cases of 
technical defects in the initiatory process of becoming a notary, except 
where these defects had been created fraudulently. The inference 
from that section was, be thought, clear that where there had been 
fraudulent defects in the articles or other iuitiatory stages of 











| becoming a notary, the Master of the Faculties might strike a notary 


off the roll. And he came to the conclusion that it was impossible, 
reading that section, to come to any other conclusion than that it 
assumed the existence of a general power—of an inherent power— 
to deal with notaries in that way. hee Saal - 
Then the question arose, whether, in exercising this jurisdiction, 
the learned Master should embark on a fresh inquiry as to the facts 
of the case before him, or should accept the report of the 
Committee of the Law Society and the order of the High Court 
striking the solicitor off the rolls as sufficient evidence of delinquency. 
One rather trembles to think of the result if the Mas‘er had, oa 
behalf of the Archbishop of a proceeded to review the 
findings of the committee and the High Court and to declare 
that both of them were wrong. This would have been a serious 
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ecclesiastical censure. Fortunately, however, he came to the con- 
~ clusion that ‘ he was bound to act, so far as any finding of fact was 
concerned, upon the order of the High Court.” : : 
Finally, the learned Master had to consider whether, in the view of 
himself, as representing the Archbishop of Canterbury, the conduct 
disclosed by the report and order was such as to justify the striking 
of the notary off the roll of notaries. ‘‘ With very great reluctance,” 
he held that it was ; and so, for the first time apparently in history, a 
notary public, who had been struck off the roll of solicitors, was on 
that ground removed from the roll of notaries. What would the Pope 
have said to the notion that the exercise of his jurisdiction was to be 
controlled by a Statutory Committee or the order of a temporal 
court ? 








Reviews. 


Poor Law. 


Poor Law GENERAL ORDERS. SECOND EDITION. By ALEXANDER 
Macmorran, K.C., and E. J. NALDRETT, Barrister-at-Law. Two 
VotumEs. Shaw & Sons; Butterworth & Co. 


These two volumes contain all the general orders issued by the 
Local Government Board and their predecessors, and now in force for 
the regulation of the relief of the poor, including the management of 
workhouses, the administration of outdoor relief, the election of 
guardians, and other ancillary matters. It is not a work which 
appeals to the general practitioner, but for lawyers and 
ofticials concerned with the poor law this collection will 
be invaluable. It will be a surprise to many that the 
administration of the poor law is in part regulated by orders 
which have been in force for some sixty years; such, however, 
is the case, and from 1841 down to the present time there are but few 
years which have not seen some addition to this mass of depart- 
mental legislation. The present collection is the most complete 
which we have seen, and its utility is immensely enhanced by the 
exhaustive index which is to be found at the end of each volume. 
Points of difficulty arising in the text of the orders are elucidated by 
excellent notes and references to decided cases, and the work affords 
for those who have to deal with this branch of the law an indispens- 
~ supplement to Mr. Brooke Little’s recent collection of Poor Law 

tatutes. 





Books of the Week. 


Company Precedents, for Use in Relation to Companies Subject to 
the Companies Acts, 1862 to 1900. Part L Arranged as idlows : 
Promoters, Prospectuses, Underwriting, Agreements, Memoranda 
and Articles of Association, Priva‘e Companies, Employés’ Benefits, 
Notices, Resolutions, Certificates, Powers of Attorney, Banking and 
Advance Securities, Petitions, Writs, Pleadings, Judgments and 
Orders, Reconstruction, Amalgamation, Special Acts. With Copious 
Notes snd an Appendix containing Acts and Rules. Ninth Edition. 
By Francis BEAUFORT PALMER, Barrister-at-Law, assisted by the 

on CHARLES Macnacuren, K.C,, and Frank Evans, Barrister- 
at-Law. Stevens & Sons (Limited). 

The Law of Money-lending Past and Present: Being a Short 
History of the Usury Laws in England, followed by a Treatise upon 
the Money-lenders Act, 1900. By Joseru Bripces Matruews, 
Barrister-at-Law. Sweet & Maxwell (Limited). 

Dilapidations: A Text-book in Tabulated Form for the Use of 
Architects, Surveyors, &c.; together with the Various Acts Relating 
Thereto, and Special Chapters on Ecclesiastical Dilapidations and on 
Fixtures. By Professor BANISTER FLETCHER, J.P., D.L., F.R.1L.B.A., 
F.KC., &. Sixth Edition, Revised and Largely Rewritten. By 
Banister F. Friercner, Architect, F.R.LBA., F.S L, and H. 
PHiLLirs Fiercner, Architect, F.R.I.B.A., F.S.L, A.M.LC.E., 
Barrister-at-Law. B.T. Batsford. 


The Annual Digest of all the Reported Decisions of the Superior 
Courts, including a Selection from the Scottish and Irish, with a 
Collection of Cases Followed, Distinguished, Explained, Commented 
On, Overruled, or Questioned, and References to the Statutes Passed 
During the Year 1905. By Joun Mews, Barrister-at-Law. Sweet 
& Maxwell (Limited): Stevens & Sons (Limited). 

The Law Magazine and Review: a Quarterly Review of Juris- 
prudence. February, 1906, Jordan & Sons (Limited), 








Under the auspices of the Solicitors’ Managing Clerks’ Association a 
lecture will be delivered on Friday, the 16th of February, in the Old Hall, 
Lincoln’s-inn, by Mr. Frederick Whinney on ‘‘ Some Points Connected 
With the Law of Executorship Accounts.” The chair will be taken at 
seven o'clock by Mr. Charles Burney, B.A., a Master of the Supreme Court, 
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Correspondence. 


The Law Degree of the London University, 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.] 


Sir,—I am extremely glad to see the letter of T. C. W. hereon, ag 
it exactly tallies with my own opinion on the subject. 

There are numbers of solicitors who, like myself, would be Quite 
willing to enter for the law degree provided they were not first com. 
pelled to painfully and uselessly renew their knowledge in subject, 
which they left behind when the professional preliminary examinatj 
was successfully passed. 

Labour of this kind is always unwelcome and generally useless for 
all practical purposes, while to earnest lawyers who truly love their 
profession a study of the subjects set for the law degree examina. 
tions is most seductive and useful, and would be undertaken with 
additional ardour if a reward could be obtained. 

I, therefore, sincerely hope that the heads of the London University 
may agree to grant practising lawyers the suggested dispensation. 

Feb. 3. C.R. 


[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. ] 

Sir,—Referring to the letter of T. C. W., in your issue of the 3rd 
inst., I think the suggestion made is an admirable one. 

I communicated with the Law Society on the subject some months 
ago, but they were unable to assist me; but if the society could 
induce the uuiversity to exempt (as I understand the Inns of Court 
do) those who have passed the society’s preliminary examination, I 
have no doubt but that a large number of solicitors would study for 
the law degrees, and I shall be glad if you will give my name, and 
that of my partner, to T. C. W. as those anxious tosee the privilege 
secured. CyMro. 

Jan. 3 

[We have received other letters on the subject.—Eb. S.J.] 








Another Solicitor M.P. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Jowrnal.] 


Sir,—May I draw your attention to the fact that, in the list of 
solicitors in Parliament in your current number, you have overlooked 
the name of Mr. Robert Pearce, of the well-known firm of Baylis, 
Pearce, & Co., of London, that gentleman being the Liberal member 
for the Leek division, Staffordshire. W. R. J. Hickman. 

Selborne House, 11, Ironmonger-lane, Cheapside, Feb. 3. 


Cases of the Week. 


Court of Appeal. 


GOLDSCHMIDT v. OBERRHEINISCHE METALLWERKEE. No. |. 
Ist Feb. 

Practickg — Receiver — Equrrante Execution — Jupcment Denror A 
Foreigner Restpent Anroap—Dexsts Dve to Jupcment Depron 
Wirsiy Jurnispiction—R. 8, C. XLV. 1; L. 16; Appenprx B, Form % 
—Jvpicature Act, 1873 (36 & 37 Vict. c. 66), s. 25, suB-sxcTiON 8, 
Appeal from an order of Channell, J., in chambers. Theactivn was brought 

for an account of the commission due to the plaintiff as the sole agent 

of the defendants in Great Britain, and for payment of the amount found 
due. At the trial of the action judgment was given for the plaintiff for an 
amount to be ascertained upon an account to be taken by an official referee, 
and the costs of the action. The taxing-master, before the account was taken, 
proceeded to tax the costs of the action, and at the request of the plaintiff's 
solicitor he gave an interim certificate that he had allowed the sum of 
£250 on account of the plaintiff’s costs. ‘The plaintiff thereupon applied 
at chambers for the appointment of a receiver of the debts aud sums of 
money due and owing and thenceforth becoming due and owing to the 
defendants by persons and firms who were customers of the defendants in 
this country. ‘The plaintiff made an affidavit in support of the applica 
tion, in which he stated that the defendants were a limited liability company 

incorporated and carrying on business in Germany, and had uno place 0 

business in this country, and no assets or property which could be 

in execution by a fi. fa. or any ordinary process of execution ; that the 

only assets which they had in this country were the debts due and owing 

mf which would become due and owing to them by persons and firms t 

whom they had supplied goods; that an exhibi§ to the affidavit contained 

a list of the persons or firms to whom, as he (the plaintiff) was info! 

and believed, the defendants had supplied goods; that he was info 

by several of the above-mentioned ns that the seprecentatives of the 

defendant company who attended the trial in London had since the judg- 

ment called upon those persons to obtain payment of their accounts, 

the plaintiff believed that it was the defendants’ intention to collect all 
the moneys due to them in England, and to change the name of the com 
pany, so preventing him from obtaining the fruits of his judgment. 

Channell, J., refused to appoint a receiver. ‘The plaintiff appealed, and 











notice of the appeal was served on the defendants, but they did not 


Feb. 10, 10g 
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It was stated on behalf of the plaintiff that, though he knew 


a 
4 were the defendants’ customers in this country, he was unavle to say 
whether any debts were due from them to the defendants or the amounts 
of the debts, if any, which were due. 

Tae Covrt (VavcHan Writrams, Sririivc, and Movtron, L.JJ.) 
allowed the appeal. 

Vaveran Wituiams, L.J., said that there were special circumstances in 
this case which entitled the plaintiff to this remedy of the appointment of 
areceiver by way of equitable execution, as it was practically very diffi sult 
to get a remedy by the ordinary mode of execution. The case came 
within the language used by Fry, L.J., in Manchester and Liverpool District 
Banking Oo. v. Parkinson (22 Q. B. D. 173, at p. 177), and he was inclined 
to think that it fell under both the heads stated by Fry, L J.—namely, 
where a receiver was required to get in debts, or to prevent someone 
making away with them, because upon the facts here it seemed likely that 
the defendant company would withdraw those debits from any chance of 
execution here unless a receiver were appointed. 

Srmuwe and Movutton, L.JJ., agreed.—-Counser, A. Powell, K.C., and 
(. Tindale Davis. Soxtcrror, James W. Browne, 

| Reported by W. F. Barry, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. | 





High Court—Chancery Division. 


Re UNITE (DECEASED). EDWARDS v. SMITH. Kekewich, '. 
18th and 25th Jan. 
Witt. — Construction — Cuarity —Girr to Be Appiiep “ UNDER THE 
Direction’ or THE Execurors—Cy pres. 

This was a summons by the executors of the will of Mrs. A. M. Unite 
dated the 24th of April, 1902, to determine a question of construction. 
The question related to a gift to the Birmingham and Midland Hospital 
for Women which was in the following terms: ‘‘I give the sum of 
£20,000 towards the rebuilding and equipment, to the satisfaction and 
under the direction of my executor’, of the Birmingham and Midland 
Hospital for Women, the enlargement of which has been recommended, and 
which charity I have long desired to benefit.’ The will contained no gift 
of residue. ‘The testatrix died on the 22nd of April, 1905, and her will was 
duly proved. The enlargements to the hospital contemplated at the date 
of the will were practically completed during the testatrix’s lifetime, but 
there was no new furniture or equipment. It was contended oa behalf of 
the hospital that the bequest amounted to a gift to that charity, and what 
could not properly be expended on building should be applied cy-prés, The 
next-of-kin contended that the gift failed so far as monty to be applied in 
building was concerned, and that to that extent there was an intestacy. 

Kexewicn, J , in giving judgment, said: 1t was argued on behalf of the 
hospital that the words of this bequest really constitute a gift to the charity 
and what cannot be properly expended on rebuilding and equipment 
belongs to the charity and should be handed over to it. I cannot so 
construe the gift. There no doubt are authorities in which it has been 
held that a specified object may be treated as merely the motive of the 
gift, and that the gift may be fulfilled notwithstanding that the motive 
object fails. Noone of these authorities deals with a case like the pr-sent 
one, Which, to my mind, is clearly outside them. Then it was further 
argued that, thegift being charitable, so far asthe specified object fails, should 
be applied cy-pres. That point cannot be decided in the absence of the 
Attorney-General, and if money remains after the payment of what can 
properly be applied, an adjournment must be made in order to bring the 
Attorney-General before the court. In order to guide the executors in exer- 
cising their discretion in the application of this legacy I propose to state 
my critical interpretation of the will. If the words “‘ to the satisfaction of my 
executors’ stood alone I think it would be competent for them now or at 
a future time to say that what had been done, though without their 
approval or even knowledge, should be paid for to the extent of £20,000 
less legacy duty out of the assets. But the testatrix provides that the 
work shall be done ‘‘ under the direction”? of the ex+cutors, and it is not 
easy to say what this means. It certainly does not mean that the 
executors must act as a clerk of the works or superintendent architect, nor 
do I think it postulates the submission of plans to the executors. It does, 
however, I think, postulate a general guidance or control. They cannot 
be said to have given directions for works atter such works are completed. 
On the other hand I think that if they were made aware that certain works, 
of which they had a general knowledge, were contemplated, and they gave 
their assent, they might, on being satisfied of their proper execution, pay 
for them to the extent of the fixed sum. ‘‘ Equipment ” hardly needs any 
definition, but it may be useful toadd that, in my opinion, it covers anything 
and everything required to convert an empty building or part of an empty 
building into a hospital or part of a hospital with all modern appliances. 
Further, there is no limit of tim», Until the hospital has been fully 
rebuilt and fully equipped I think the discretion remains exercisable. 
When that time arrives, if the executors are then in possession of a balance, 

shall be prepared to give them directions, and, if necessary, to provide 
for the service of the At’orney-General, but in the meantime the summons 
stands adjourned.—Counset, Mulligan, K.C., and Hewitt ; Lawrence, K.C., 
and Beaumont ; Ingpen, K.C., and Sargant. Soxrcrrors, H. Tyrrell § Sons ; 
Stow, Preston, § Lyttelton ; Beale § Sons. 

[Reported by H. Wo.corr Waryer, Ex., Barrister-at-Law. | 


Re SAMPSON (DECEASED). SAMPSON v. SAMPSON. Kekewich, J. 
3ist Jan. 
Trusres—Arrornruent or New Tavstees—Doner op Power Aprrortixe 
HivseLy—AprorntMent Hep Invauip — Trusrer Act, 1893 (56 & 57 
Vier. c, 53), 8, 10, sun-secrion 1 


By his will Joseph Sampson gave all his estates to trustees for his 





wife for life, and after her death to be equally divided among all his 
children living at his decease for their lives, and upon the death of the 
survivor of them he directed that his residuary estate should be disposed 
of and converted into money and such produce thereof should be equally 
divided amongst all the children of his sons and daughters, but so that 
the child or children of any one of his sons or daughters should only take 
his or their parents’ share, and he appointed his wife and three sons to be 
the executors of his will. J. W. Sampson, the surviving son and trustee, 
died on the 10th of March, 1905, and as the executors appointed by his 
will renounced probate, his eldest son, E. J. Sampson, took out letters of 
administration with the will annexed and as such administrator appointed 
himself and his brother, A E Sampson, trustees of the will of the testator, 
Joseph Sampson. They took outthe present summons, andoneofthe questions 
asked by this summons was whether the applicants had been duly appointed 
trustees of the testator’s will, and if necessary that their appointment 
might be confirmed by the court. The appointment was made under the 
powers conferred by section 10 (1) of the Trustee Act, 1893, which provides 
that ‘‘where a trustee, either original or substituted, and whether 
appointed by the court or otherwise, is dead, or remains out of the United 
Kingdom for more than twelve months, or desires to be discharged from 
all or any of the trusts or powers conferred on him, or refuses or is unfit to 
act therein, or is incapable to act therein, then the person or persons 
nominated for the purpose of appointing new trustees by the instrument, 
if any, creating the trust, or if there is no such person, or no such person 
able or willing to act, then the surviving or continuing trustees or trustee 
for the time being, or the personal representative of the last surviving «r 
continuing trustee may by writing appoint another person or other persons 
to be a trustee or trustees in place of the trustee dead, remaining out of 
the United Kingdom, desiring to be discharged, refusing or being unfit or 
being incapable as aforesaid. For the applicants it was argued that the 
—— was a good appointment. In Montefiore v. Guedalla (1903, 2 
Ch. 723) Buckley, J., held that there was no rule that adonee of a power 
to appoint new trustees was unable to appoint himself. The words 
‘another person or other persons’’ in section 10 must be held to refer not 
to the appointor but to the person in whose place a new trustee was 
appointed. 

Kexewicn, J., said that in the present case the donee of a power had 
appointed himself to be a trustee, and the question was whether that was a 
good appointment, there being no express power under the will to appoint. 
In Re Newen (1894, 2 Ch. 297) he had expressed a decided opinion that a 
donee of a power could not make such an appointment on the ground that 
the power was to appoint ‘‘any other proper person or persons,’’ and that 
a man could not be another person than himself. In Montefiore v. Guedalla 
(1903, 2 Ch. 723) Buckley, J., held that the last survivor being the sole 
trustee (and it followed that the personal representative of the last sole 
trustee) could appoint new trastees, as there was nothing in the power in 
that case to prevent it. But he distinguished the case where the power 
was to appoint some “‘other’’ person, and said that in such a case the 
donee of the power might not be amongst the persons capable of being 
appointed. The first step was to look at the language of the power. In 
the present case the power was contained in section 10 of the Trustee Act, 
1893. What did ‘‘ another person” mean ; did it mean some other person 
than the trustee who was dead or who had become incapable of acting, or 
did it mean some other person than the person exercising the power. The 

mn who appointed was to appoint another person or other persons 
to be trustees ; surely that must mean some other person than the person 
appointing. If there was no such person then the surviving or continuing 
trustee was to appoint. It would be strangeif the surviving or continuing 
trustee could appoint himself. In any of those cases the surviving or 
continuing trustee could not appoint himself because he was already a 
trustee. Therefore it was clear that the words meant some person other 
than the surviving or continuing trustee, and therefore it must mean some 
other person than the personal representative of the last surviving or con- 
tinuing trustee. The present case fell within the exception referred to by 
Buckley, J., and the appointment must be held to be bad.—Covunset, 
J. Austen-Cartmell; Waddilove; W. J. Whittaker. Soxtcrrors, Barlow, 
Barlow, § Lyde. , 

[Reported by R. Faayxuiy Srvuspixe, Esq., Barrister-at-Law.) 


Re GASKELL AND WALTER'S CONTRACT. Kekewich, J. 26th Jan. 
and Ist Feb. 


Convict—ApMINisTRATOR oF Convicr’s Prorerry—Esratrs Tam —Powsr 
or ApmrnistRATOR TO Ban—Forverrvrs Act, 1870 (33 & 34 Vier. c. 23), 
ss 10, 12. 

This was an originating summons under the Vendor and Purchaser 
Act, 1874, taken out by a purchaser to decide whether the vendor appointed 
under the Forfeiture Act, 1870, administrator of the property of a convict 
was competent to disentail property of which the convict was scised for an 
estate tail. On the 15th of March, 1905, the convict was convicted of 
felony and sentenced to three years’ penal servitude. On the Ist of 
June, 1905, the then Home Secretary committed the custody and manage- 
ment of the convict’s property to the vendor during his Majesty's pleasure 
for the purpose of dealing with the estate and interest of the convict in the 
manner prescribed by the provisions of the Forfeiture Act, 1870. The 
property of the convict included a rent-charge of £30) a year, to 
which he was entitled for an estate tail. By an indenture of 
the 5th of July, 1905, the vendor ay wey to bar his estate 
tailin the rent-charge. By a contract for sale dated the Srd of November, 
1905, the vendor agreed to sell to the purchaser this rent-charge in fee 
simple. The purchaser objected to the title of the vendor on the 
that the Forfeiture Act does not confer power on the administrator of a 
convict’s estate to bar the convict's estate tail, and he therefore took out 
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this summons for a declaration that the vendor had not shewn a good title. 
Section 10 of the Forfeiture Act, 1870, provides that ‘‘upon the appoint- 
ment of any such administrator in manner aforesaid all the real and 
personal property, including choses in action, to which the convict named 
in such appointment was at the time of his conviction, or shall afterwards 
while he shall continue subject to the operations of this Act, become or be 
entitled, shall vest in such administrator for all the estate and interest 
Section 12 of the Act provides that ‘‘ the 


of such convict therein.” 
administrator shall have absolute power to let, mortgage, sell, convey, 
and transfer any part of such property as to him shall seem fit.’’ 


sections as was given to the trustee in bankruptcy by section 56, sub- 
section 5, of the Bankruptcy Act, 1883, that such express power was neces- 


sary to enable him to deal with the estate tail, and that therefore he was 


not competent to bar the estate tail: Ie Starkie (3 Myl. & K. 247), Sturgis 
v. Morse (8 W. R. 737, 2 D. F. & J. 223). For the vendor it was urged 
that the powers given to the administrator by the Act enabled him to 
deal with all property vested in the convict at the date of his conviction : 
Carr v. Anderson (47 Soutcrrors’ JourNat 30; 1903, 1 Ch. 90). 

Kexewicn, J., in giving a considered judgment, said that it was 
competent for Parliament to provide that the administrator should have 
the right claimed by him in this case, but undoubtedly express words 
were required for the purpose. What was vested in the convict was an 
estate in fee determinable by the entry of issue, and according to all 
canons of construction no general words would suffice to vest in the 
administrator a fee simple absolute. It is clear that under section 12 of 
the Act the administrator can sell, convey, and transfer only that which 
is vested in him, and that under section 10 it is only the real and personal 
property of the convict which is vested in the administrator for all the 
estate and interest of such convict.therein, and not for any other estate or 
interest. The administrator, therefore, has only vested in him, and can 
only sell a fee simple determinable and not a fee simple absolute. The 
objection of the purchaser must be upheld.—CovnseL, Tyldesley Jones ; 
8. R. Earle. Soxrtcrrors, Field, Roscoe, §& Co., for Collins §& Woods, Swansea ; 
Gibson §& Weldon, for F. H. Gaskell, Cardiff. 


[Reported by P. Jonny Botasp, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. ] 


Re HENRY CASTLE & SONS (LIM.) (IN LIQUIDATION) AND In the 
Matter of HENRY CASTLE & SONS (LIM.). MITCHELL v. HENRY 
CASTLE & SONS (LIM.) AND OTHERS. Joyce, J. 29th Jan. 

Lease—Forreirrure on Laquipation—Rewtirer Acaryst—SaLte WIirHIn 
Year—Wuart Amounts Tro—Conveyanctne anp Law or Prorrerry Act, 
1892 (55 & 56 Vict. c. 13), 8. 2, suB-secTIon 2. 


For the 
purchaser it was contended that the administrator of a convict was given 
no such express power to deal with the estate tail of the convict by these 
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the legacy is in satisfaction of a debt, and no time is fixed for payment 9 
the legacy, it carries interest from the death of the testator. If the 

mentions a date for payment, then interest will only run from that date. 
and this was the ground for the decisions in Haynes v. Mico (1 Bro, ¢ 0. 
129) and Adams v. Lavender (McCl. & Y. 41). A legacy comes within the 
principle laid down by Lord Hardwicke in Clark v. Sewell if it ig ay 
immediate legacy, although, of course, only payable in due course of 
administration. In Fowler v. Fowler (3 P. Wms. 353), where the debt due 
at the date of the will was £200 for arrears of pin-money, and a general 
pecuniary legacy of £500 was given, the legacy was held to be im satis. 
faction of the debt. Gaynon v. Wood (1 Dickens 331) and Re Fletcher (36 
W. R. 841, Ch. D. 373) support the rule. The fact, therefore, that the 
legacy was given generally, without any reference to time of payment op 
interest, will not exclude the rule. The plaintiff herself being an executyig 
makes no difference. I am therefore bound to hold that the legacy is in 
satisfaction of the debt. —Counser, Baden Fuller ; Austen - Cartmell 
Souicrtors, Gribble, Oddie, Sinclair, § Johnson ; Langford & Fisher, ; 

[Reported by F. Harpince Datsron, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. 


Re CRIGGLESTONE COAL CO. (LIM.). STEWART v. THE COMPANY, 
Swinfen Eady, J. 20th Jan. 


PracTicE—DERENTURE-HOLDER’s ACTION—PrRopERTY IN DANGER—Moroy 
FOR JUDGMENT ON Apmissions—R.8.C. LI. In. 


Tn this action the plaintiff moved for judgment on behalf of himself and 
all other first debenture-holders. The statement of claim alleged that the 
company’s mine was in danger of destruction by flooding, and asked for 
an order for sale by the receiver, who had been appointed upon the passing 
of a resolution to cease carrying on business. The defendants to the 
action comprised the company, the holder of all the second debentures, 
and the holder of £19,000 out of £40,000 third debentures, of which the 
plaintiff himself also held £3,000. The principal money of the first issue 
of debentures had not yet fallen due, and no interest was in arrear. All the 
defendants admitted by their defences the allegations in the statement of 
claim. An order for an immediate sale of the assets and effects of the 
company as a going concern was asked for under ord. 51, r. 14, Rules of 
the Supreme Court. The receiver had filed an affidavit in support of the 
statement of claim, as was required by Cozens-Hardy, J., in Re Day and 
Night Advertising Co. (48 W. R. 362). 

Swinren Eapy, J., directed a sale with the approbation of the judge, 
This would meet the difficulty of making the desired order in the absence 


| of some of the third debenture-holders, who could be brought in on the 


| 


application for approval of a conditional contract for sale. ‘The judgment 
would have to include a declaration of charge, for upon that rested juris- 
diction to sell under ord. 51, r. 14. There would be a direction for sale 


This was a motion by mortgagees in possession for the delivery up to | with the approbation of the judge, instead of for the receiver to sell, as 


them of the properties demised by two indentures of lease or for leave, 


asked on the proposed minutes. Apart from that judgment would be in 


notwithstanding the appointment of a receiver, to enter upon the said | the usual form.—CounseL, Hon. E. C. Macnaghten, K C., and H. M. 


properties for breach of a condition of forfeiture on bankruptcy, which , Humphrey ; Manson ; Baden Fuller. 


Soutcitors, Gribble, Oddie, Sinelair, § 


includes liquidation by arrangement under section 2, sub-section 15, of | Johnson, for Stewart & Chalker, Wakefield. 


the Conveyancing and Law of Property Act, 1881. On the 28th of 
October, 1904, a receiver and manager had been appointed on behalf of 
the holders of (lebenture stock of the company, which company were the 
lessees of the properties by the said indentures demised, and on the 14th 
of December the company passed a special resolution and entered into 
voluntary liquidation. The receiver, with a view to obtaining relief 


| 
| 
| 
| 
| 
| 
| 
| 
| 


against forfeiture incurred by breach of covenants in the said leases con- | 


tained sought to enter into two agreements for sale of the said properties 
dated the 8th and the 13th of December, 1905, respectively, within one 
year from the date of the liquidation under section 2, sub-section 2, of the 


Conveyancing and Law of Property Act, 1892, such agreements being | 


conditional on the sanction of the court being obtained to the same. 
sanction had not been obtained. 

Joyce, J.,in giving judgment, said there was no sale within the meaning 
of section 2, sub-section 2, of the Conveyancing and Law of Property Act, 
1892, unless such sale be completed by conveyance or at any rate there be 
an absolute contract for an out-and-out sale within one year from the date 
of the liquidation. 
Counset, Hughes, K.C., und Austen-Cartmell; Younger, K.C., and Kirby ; 
Vernon. Soxscrtons, Dollman § Pritchard; Kwymbers § Boatman; Fluz, 
Tnompson, & Quarrell. 

[Reported by Epwanp J. M. Cuarrix, Esq., Barrister-at-Law, for P. Jony Botan, Esq., 
Barrister-at-Law. | 


RAY v. GRANT. Swirfen Eady, J 
and 30th Jan. 
Wu1—Lereacy—Dertr Owen ny Testator to Lecater — SATISFACTION, 


Such 


Rte RATTENBERRY. 16th, 19th, 


Originating summons. 
following question determined: She had lent to the testatrix sums 
amounting to £150, upon which interest was to be paid at 5 percent. The 
loans had not been repaid at the death of the testatrix. By her will, dated 
the 25rd of November, 1903, the testatrix had bequeathed a legacy of £400 
to the plaintiff, and the question arose as to whether euch legacy was 
intended by the testatrix to be in satisfaction of the debt. 

Jan. 30.—Swixven Eavy, J.—The rule is that a legacy toa creditor of an 


amount equal to or greater than the debt is primd facie to be considered a | 


satisfaction of the debt. In Re Horlock (43 W. R. 410; 1895, 1 Ch. 516) 
Stirling, J., felt that he was bound by the rule although he could not 


He therefore held that there was no such sale.— | 


The plaintiff took out the summons to have the | 


| Soticrrorn—TaxatTion oF Bint or 


| 


| 
| 





| 


approve of it. I consider that the present case is within the rule | 
unless there is sufficient indication of intention to exclude the | 
rule. It is sought to exclude the rule on the ground that the debt 


3ut Clark 





[Reported by F. Harpinar Datsron, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. 





Solicitors’ Cases. 


ke MERCANTILE LIGHTERAGE CO. (LIM.). 
23rd and 30th Jan. 


Warrington, J. 


Josts —D1snuRSEMENTS —PROFESSIONAL 
Cuarcres—DIsaLLOWANCE OF One-stxtH Parr—Soniciror AND CLIENT 
Cosrs—Inciusion or Taxep Parry anp Pantry Cosrs—R.S.C. LXY. 27 
(38x). 

This was a summons to review a taxation of costs and raised two 
questions of importance as to the proper method of determining whether 
one-sixth part of the bill had been disallowed under ord. 65, r. 27 (385), 
The applicant, R. Wood, was the former liquidator of the above company. 
By an order of the 5th of May, 1905, made in the voluntary winding up of 
the company it was directed that the costs, charges, and expenses of Mr. 
Wood as between solicitor and client properly incurred in the winding 
up should be taxed and ascertained accordingly, and a new liquidator was 


| appointed. Mr. Wood accordingly sent in his bill shewing in separate 


columns disbursements of £239 3s. 9d. and professional charges of 
£563 9s., amounting in the whole to £802 12s. 6d. Of this amount 
two sums of £162 13s, 4d. and £9 4s. 6d. (items 3 and 4 in the 
schedule to the objections) represented certain party and party 
costs which had been incurred by Mr. Wood as liquidator in & 
litigation in which he had been successful, and which had been taxed 
and paid. The sum of £162 13s, 4d. consisted of £73 17s. 6d. dis 
bursements and £88 15s. professional charges, and the sum of £9 4s. 6d. 
consisted of £3 3s. 6d. disbursements and £6 10s. professional charges. 
Credit was given in the bill for the receipt of these sums. Upon taxation 
of the bill the registrar had struck out these sums upon the ground that as 
they had already been taxed and paid it was improper and unnecessary 
include them. Having thus reduced the amount of the bill, he taxed the 
remaining items (consisting of the excess of the colicitor and client costs 
over the party and party costs), and disaliowed, items amounting to 
£139 2s. 5d., of which £62 1s. 7d. were fordisburrements and £77 0s. 10d. 
for professional charges, Regarding the disbursements as part of the bill 


in conformity with the existing practice in the taxing office, he held that 
more than one sixth part had been struck off, and he therefore disallowed 
items 1 and 2 of £18 6s, for drawing and copying the bill of costs and 
* ; £7 68. 8d. for attending taxation. The present applicant contended that 
—, — from the death and the legacy only from one year | the sums of £162 13s, 4d. and £9 4s, 6d. party and party costs were 
alter the 1. 


. Sewell (3 Ath , at p. 9%) decided that where | properly inserted in the bill and should not have been struck out, and ajso 





_* 


judgmer 
tainly 0 
deliver 2 
has be 
not ful 
a suffic 
to be de 
proper, 
are cont 
limit th 
CJ., af 
the Act. 
costs ta 
in accor 
registra 
items 3 
act und 
copying 
follows 
estate ( 
the am: 
sixth p' 
taxatio 
The re; 
the pro 
he ha 
I und 
constrt 
Is the 
questi 
charge 
that ** 
separa’ 
“ prof 
indeed 
see NO 
should 
withot 


Linn 






Cartmell, 


M PANY, 
—Mortox 


iself and 
that the 
sked for 
: passing 
s to the 
entures, 
hich the 
‘st issue 
All the 
ment of 
| Of the 
Rules of 
of the 
Jay and 


judge, 
absence 
on the 
lgment 
| juris. 
for sale 
ell, as 

in 
H. M. 
lair, § 


ONAL 
\LIENT 
V. 27 


. two 
ether 
(385), 
pany. 
up of 
| Mr, 
ding 
‘ was 
arate 
s of 
ount 
the 
arty 
n @ 
axed 
dis- 
6d, 
ges, 
tion 
t as 
y to 
the 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 


FVol. 50.] 241 











_ Feb. 10, 1906. 

= 

that professional charges only and not disbursements should have been 

considered in determining whether the bill had been reduced by a sixth 
. If this course had been adopted the amount disallowed would have 
less than one sixth part, and consequently his costs of taxation, items 

and 2, should have been allowed. 

Wanrincton, J.—The order is to pay, not the difference between party 
and party and solicitor and client costs, but the costs as between solicitor 
and client ; and T should have thought independently of authority that 
this means the whole costs, and not merely so much as has not already 
been paid. Butthe form in which the bill has been carried in is in accord- 
ance, as I understand, with the long-established practice of the taxing 
office, which practice rests on the authority of several cases, of which 
Waller v. Lacey (1 M. & G. 54) isan example. Tindal, C.J., on this point, 
says: ‘' The third question is, whether the charges in respect of extra costs 
are sufficiently stated ; and it appears to me they do not comply with the 
requisites of the statute. Those charges by themselves are not intelligible 
to the officer of the court. An attorney’s bill, generally speaking, ought to 
give a history of the cause, so as to enable the officer to judge of the pro- 
priety of the various items of which it is composed ; but if part only of the 
charges are set forth he has not sufficient materials whereon to form his 
judgment. A delivery of a bill containing merely the extra costs is cer- 
tainly not according to the general practice, which is for the attorney to 
deliver a bill of the whole costs, giving his client credit for the sum that 
has been received. Here these separate and disjoined items do 
not furnish the necessary information, and are consequently not 
a sufficient compliance with the statute, which requires a bill 
to be delivered for the purpose of enabling the client, should he think 
proper, to have it taxed.’’ It has been suggested that this and other cases 
are confined to taxations under the Solicitors Acts. I can see nothing to 
limit their application for such taxations, and the reasons given by Tindal, 
CJ., apply as much to taxations such as the present as to taxations under 
the Act. ‘There seems to be no valid objection to the mode in which the 
costs taxed and paid are included—namely, in alumpsum. This is also 
in accordance with the usual practice. For these reasons I think that the 
registrar was wrong in the course he took, and I allow the objections as to 
items 3and 4. The other objection is this: The registrar, purporting to 
act under ord. 65, r. 27 (385), has disallowed the costs of drawing and 
copying the bill and of attending the taxation. Ord. 65, r. 27 (388), is as 
follows: ‘‘ If on the taxation of a bill of costs payable out of a fund or 
estate (real or personal) or out of the assets of a company in liquidation, 
the amount of the professional charges contained in the biil is reduced by a 
sixth part, no costs shall be allowed to the solicitor leaving the bill for 
taxation for drawing and copying it, nor for attending the taxation.”’ 
The registrar, for the purpose of arriving at the sixth part, has added to 
the professional charges the amount of the disbursements. In doing so 
he has followed the settled practice of the taxing office, though 
I understand, if he had felt himself at liberty to act on his own 
construction of the rule, he would have taken a different course. 
Is the practice in accordance with the true construction of the rule? The 
question turns on what is the meaning in the rule of “the professional 
charges contained in the bill.’’? In the sameorder, rule 19 (A), it is provided 
that “‘in every bill of costs the professional charges sball be entered ina 
separate column from the disbursements.’’ This shews that in this order 
“professional charges’’ has a meaning of its own distinct from and 
indeed contrasted with ‘‘ disbursements,’’ and, speaking for myself, I can 
see no doubt or ambiguity in the matter, and I think that the sixth part 
should be arrived at by taking the ‘‘ professional charges”’ by themselves 
without regarding the disbursements. This is in accordance with the 
Trish case of In the Goods of Rose Kennedy, Cunninghgm v. McDonagh (1904, 
2 Ir. R. 417). As, however, I found that the contrary practice was 
established, I requested Master Shearme to furnish me with a memorandum 
as to its origin, This I have received. The facts appear to be that sub- 
rule 38 ()) as first published in June, 1889, contained after the words 
“professional charges” the words ‘‘exclusive of disbursements.’’ The 
words ‘‘exclusive of disbursements’? were afterwards struck out 
and the rule of June, 1889, was signed as it now appears. In my 
opinion, even if I were entitled to look at the rule of May, 1889, in 
order t» construe the rule now in force (which I do not think I am), it 
would not help me. The words omitted did not really alter the sense, and 
Icould only conclude that the committee struck them out as redundant 
and in the interests of good draftsmanship. But I am also informed by 
the taxing-masters that the Incorporated Law Society made representations 
to the Lord Chancellor upon the rule as first drawn with the object of 
having disbursements included for the purpose of arriving at the sixth 
part, and that the intention of the Rule Committee in altering the rule 
was to give effect to these representations. These are matters to which I 
am not entitled to listen. I must take the rule as it stands, and say what 
itmeans. As to this I have already expressed my view. I must therefore 
allow this objection also, and refer the taxation back to the registrar 
accordingly. I need not say that I have been reluctant to interfere with a 
practice which has been so long established, but when there is as I think a 
plain construction of a rule I consider it my duty to give effect to it. If 
the rule so construed is not in accordance with the intention of the Rule | 


Lf. L, Wilkinson; J. D. Israel. Sorrcrrons, Atkinson § Dresser ; Walter B. 





summons, in which the usual judgment was given on the 14th of November, 
1904. The present claimant had acted as solicitor for the testator in the 
action of Boswell v. Coaks, which extended over a period of thirty years, 
and in other matters down to the death of the testator. After the 
judgment was given the claimant brought in a claim for a large sum of 
money due on three bills of costs. Nearly the whole of this claim was 
barred by the Statute of Limitations, unless certain alleged part payments 
took the claim out of the statute. On the Ist of January, 1896, 
when part of the present claim was already  statute-barred, 
the testator made a yment to the claimant of the sum of 
£20. In December, 1897, the testator owed money for which 
he had given security. The claimant, on behalf of the testator, 
obtained a larger loan on the same security, paid off the first creditors, 
and retained the balance, £63, on account, with the assent of the testator. 
In January, 1902, the claimant, on behalf of the testator, recovered a 
small sum of money, and when his costs were paid there was a balance of 
£2 4s. 2d. over. This amount, the claimant, with the testator's assent, 
placed to his credit. In September, 1902, on the death of a Mr. Greenwood, 
the claimant received from an insurance office £400 due on a policy 
on Mr. Greenwood’s life, to which the testator was entitled, 
subject to a mortgage. After discharging the mortgage and making 
certain payments, the claimant retained the balance, £43 6s. 8d., 
with the assent of the testator. The next transaction was in regard 
to a payment by a third party. Boswell v. Coaks was an action for 
the benefit of certain creditors, of whom Lord Walsingham was 
one, and in 1904 Lord Walsingham paid the claimant the sum of £20 asa 
contribution to the costs of that action. For tbe claimant it was con- 
tended that these payments kept alive the debts not statute-barred at the 
dates on which they were paid. Friend v. Young (41 Sottcrrons’ Jovenar 
607 ; 1897, 2 Ch. 421), Cleave v. Jones (6 Exch. 573), and Thomas v. Cross (7 
Exch 733). Against the claim it was urged that payments without 
accounts stated do not keep alive a debt against the statute. Waugh v. 
Cope (6 M. & W. 824), Nash v. Hodgson (3 W. R. 590, 6 D. M. & G. 474), 
and Mills v. Fawkes (5 Bing. N.C. 455). 

Kexewica, J., in giving a considered judgment, said that the general 
principle of the law in respect of the doctrine that the effect of the 
statuta may be avoided by part payment of principal or by part 
payment of interest was stated in Darby and Bosanquet’s book on 
the Statutes of Limitations, p. 107, as follows: ‘‘ The principle of this 
doctrine is that any such payment is an acknowledgment of the exist- 
ence of the debt, and from it the law raises an implication of a promise 
to pay the residue or the principal as the case may be, just as it does from 
a simple acknowledgment in writing.”’? In respect to the payment of £20 
on the Ist of January, 1896, the evidence shews that the claimant pressed 
for a substantial payment on account of his costs, but the testator declared 
his inability to find at the moment more than the £20. No doubt, having 
regard to all the circumstances, this must be taken to have been an 
acknowledgment by the testator that more than £20 was due, and from 
such acknowledgment there ought to be inferred a promise to pay. But 
what did the testator promise to pay, the whole balance or only so mnch 
of it as was not then statute-barred? According to the authorities the 
promise was only to pay so much as was not then statute-barred, the rule 
being that in order to give the payment a more extensive operation it must 
be shewn to have been made expressly on account of the statute- barred debt. 
There was no such express arrangement in thiscase. The transaction in 
regard to the £63 retained by the claimant under date of the 23rd of 
December, 1897, is governed by the case of Waugh v. Cope, and cannot be 
properly treated as having been paid atall in the sense in which the word 
‘paid ’’ is used in this branch of the law. The same remarks apply to 
the £2 4s. 2d. retained by the claimant in January, 1902, and also to the 
£43 6s. 8d. retained in September, 1902. With regard to the payment by 
Lord Walsingham of £20, Lord Walsingham did not make the payment on 
account of the testator or in part payment of his debt, but in recognition 
of his (Lord Walsingham's) moral obligation. In no sense can the pay- 
ment be treated as one by the testator from which a promise to pay the 
balance of his debt can be inferred against him. The result is that 
nothing has been done to take out of the page os of the Statute of 
Limitations the debts which were barred at the date of the judgment. 
There are, however, certain sums not so barred, and the claimant will be 
admitted a creditor for those sums, and be allowed such costs in respect 
thereof as the master thinks fit.—CounseL, Christopher James; P. O. 
Lawrence, K.C., and Galbraith ; Armitage. Soticrrers, Whites, for Emerson, 
Norwich ; C. G. Scott, 

[Reported by P. Joux Botanp, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. | 





Bankruptcy Cases. 

Re A. J, HARRIS. Ex parte THE TRUSTEE. Bigham and Darling, JI. 

5th Feb. 

Banxrcprey—Transrer or Baxxrvrt’s Busmrss To Liwrrep Comrany— 
“Fravputenr Conveyancs ’—Banxrvurtoy Act, 1883 (46 & 47 Vier. 
c. 52), s. 4, sun-seerron 1 (n). 

Appeal from a decision of his Honour Judge Bompas, K.C., in the 


Committee it is open for them to alter it. Application granted.—Covnsrt, | 
Riper. , . | county court at Bradford. The bankrupt had carried on business as an 
[Reported by Nevirie Tensurt, Esq., Barrister-at-Law.] } electrical engineer and desler in fittings since 1892. In August, 1903, he 
Re BOSWELL, MERRITT v. BOSWELL. Kekewich, J. 19th, 23rd, | borrowed from William Mitchell. the petitioning creditor, £500 at 5 per 
and 30th Jan, | cent. interest without an er missory note payable on demand, 

Lix . : P Pay At the same time Mitchell's sop, Joseph William Mitchell, became apprentice 
TATIONS, SrarutEs orp—So.icrrors Costs —Part Barerp— ant Pay- ' to the bankrupt for three years, with the option of becoming a ner aud 
MENTS —Rerarner or Monrys Dur to Orrent, utting capital into the business at the expiration of his Re me hip. 


This was a creditors’ administration action, commenced by originating Fn April, 1905, the bankrupt got in arrears with the interest on the loan 
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‘from Mitchell, asked him to let the interest stand over for a time, and 
suggested that J. W. Mitchell should at once enter into partnership with 
him and bring in fresh capital. Mitchell refused to consent. On the 16th 
of May the bankrupt again wrote asking Mitchell to let his son come into 
partnership and put £200 into the business, but Mitchell again refused, 
and advised the bankrupt to try to get an overdraft from his bank, which 
he could not succeed in getting. On the 27th of May the bankrupt’s 
solicitors wrote to J. W. Mitchell that creditors were pressing and made 
suggestions as to terminating the apprenticeship, but the parties came to 
no ment in the matier. About the end of June the elder Mitchell 
h a rumour that the bankrupt was going to turn his business into a 
company and had an interview with him on the subject, when the bankrupt 
stated that he had practically given up the idea and promised not to deal 
with his assets without Mitchell’s consent. On the 3rd of July the bankrupt 

istered the company of A. J. Harris & Co. (Limited) with a capital of 
£2,000 in £1 shares, and on the 7th of July executed a transfer of all his 
assetsto thecompany for £1,094—£94 in shares, £750 in debentures, and £250 
incash. The company also undertook to pay the bankrupt’s existing debts, 
estimated at about £1,000. The assets were estimated at £2,000, made up 
of stock £1,170, plant £662, book debts £268. No shares were issued to 
the public. On the 19th of July a board meeting was held, when it was 
resolved to give the bankrupt £250 in debentures instead of paying that 
sum in cash as agreed. The bankrupt said that he wanted the debentures 
because they were a good investment, but he was then in such straits for 
cash that next day he borrowed £20 on a bill ofsale. On the 28th of July 
Mitchell got judgment against the bankrupt for his debt and interest, 
presented a petition on the 8th of August, and obtained a receiving order 
on the 18th of August. A trustee was appointed, who moved to set aside 
the transfer to the company as a fraudulent conveyance. Prior to serving 
notice of motion the trustee held a private examination of the bankrupt, 
who stated that he had been pressed by his creditors, and as he 
could not get J. W. Mitchell or another man whom he approached 
to come in as partners, and as the bank refused him an overdraft, he 
thought he could raise capital by forming a company, and that he would 
be able to borrow on the debentures to pay Mitchell. The bank, how- 
ever, refused any loan on the debentures. The county court judge 
dismissed the motion and the trustee appealed. It was contended for the 
appellant that the necessary effect of the bankrupt’s transfer to the 
company was to delay his creditors, as they could only take his debentures 
in lieu of free assets, and the debentures could not be enforced without 
delay, and only in certain events. 

Bicnam, J., held that the bankrupt had had no intent to delay or defeat 
his creditors and had not in fact delayed them, but had only changed the 
character of his assets from stock-in-trade to debentures which he was 
both morally and legally entitled to do. 

Daxuixe, J., concurred with some doubt. 

Tue Covrr dismissed the appeal. Leave to appeal was given.—CovunsEL, 
F. Mellor; Waugh, K.C., and Newell. Sortcrrors, Stamford § Metcalfe, 
Bradford ; Wynne-Barter & Keeble, for Banks, Newell, & Hammond, Bradford. 

|Reported by P. M. Feascxe, Eeq., Barrister-at-Law. | 





Law Societies. 


Nottingham Incorporated Law Society. 


The following are extracts from the report of the council : 

Members.—This society now consists of 152 members, being five more 
than last year. The numbers of members who joined at its formation in 
1875 was 57 ; since that time 43 have died, 30 have resigned, 54 have been 
taken off the list, and 222 have beenelected. There are three associates of 
the society having the privilege of using the law library. 

Legal Education.—The council of the Nottingham University College is 
desirous of establishing a law school at the college and has sought the co- 
— of the law societies of Nottingham, Leicester, Derby, and Lincoln. 

e University College authorities are prepared to give substantial support 
to the scheme and it is proposed that a joint representation should be 
made to the Law Society with a view to obtaining a grant from the funds 
at the tociety’s disposal for the purpose of legal education Your council 
have given cordial support to the proposal. It is hoped that a course of 
studies will be instituted at the University College in th 
next October. 

Land Transfer.—The late Government decided early iu 1905 not to in- 
troduce a Bill to extend to the provinces the compulsory provisions of the 
Act of 1897. It has therefore been unnecessary to take any active steps 
with relation to this subject, but at the time of the General Election your 
council sought to urge upon all the candidates in the city and county the 
propriety of a searching and independent inquiry into the working of the 
Act in the county of London before any proposal was made for the 
extension of the system to the provinces. 

The Public Trustee Bill.—Your council devoted considerable time and 
attention to the Public Trustze Bill and the many necessary amendments 
which it required. There is not the least doubt that the Bill, if 
passed in ite original form, would have worked great hardship to the 


eee although the measure received the support of the Government | Waterhouse ; hon. auditors, Messrs, 8. 


e session beginning | 





en 
much in the discharge of their duties for the well-being of the beneficiarieg 
they represent. 

The Late Secretary.—Mr. Arthur Barlow, who for eighteen years ocey 
the position of secretary of your society, retired from office in Jan 
last. The members of the society have, since his retirement, presented ty 
Mr. Barlow an illuminated address together with a gold watch and chain 
and a silver bowl in recognition of his valuable services. 





Worcester and Worcestershire Incorporated Lay 
Society. 


The annual meeting of this society was held at the Law Library, Pigy. 
pont-street, on the 3ist ult.; present : Messrs. W. T. Curtler (president) 
A. 8. Allen (vice-president), ‘T. Southall, W. W. A. Tree, A. W. Knott, 
J. H. Yonge, R. A. Essex, J. Stallard, F. R. Jeffery, J. L. Wood, N.g 
Hyde, F G. Hyde, G. W. Hobson, A. F. Alcock, F. B. Dingle, J, q 
Sheild, T. H. Coombs, 8. B. Garrard (hon. treasurer), and W, B. 
Hulme (hon. secretary). 

The annual report of the committee and the honorary treasurer's 
accounts for the past year were received and adopted, and the following 
officers were elected for the ensuing year: President, Mr. W. T. Curtler: 
vice-president, Mr. A. 8. Allen ; committee, Messrs. ‘I. Southall, F, R. 
Jeffery, W. W. A. Tree, R. A. Essex, and G. W. Hobson, in addition to the 
officers of the society ; auditors, Messrs. J. H. Yonge and J. L. Wood; 
hon. treasurer, Mr.S. B. Garrard ; and hon. secretary, Mr. W. B. Hulme, 


The following are extracts from the report of the committee : 

Members.—The present number of members is fifty-four, a Cecrease of 
two on the number last year. One new member, namely, Mr. John Gilson 
Sheild, of Worcester, and three new associates, namely, Mr. Francis John 
Hemming, Mr. G. F. Adams, the Registrar of the Worcester Probate 
Registry, and Mr. George Thomas, all of Worcester, have been elected, 

Licensing Act, 1904.— Following up the report presented at the last annual 
meeting in reference to the intention of the committee to take prompt 
action in case of the passing by quarter sessions of rules curtailing 
right of solicitors to audience in licensing matters, a joint deputation from 
this society and the Birmingham Law Society attended before the County 
Licensing Committee on the 18th of March, 1905, to urge that a rule, pro 
posed by such committee, to a great extent excluding solicitors from the 
right of audience previously enjoyed in licensing matters, should be 
rescinded. The president, Mr. Tree, and Mr. Southall, placed the views 
of this society before the Licensing Committee. Your committee are glad 
to report that the obnoxious rule has been rescinded, and one adopted giving 
all persons entitled to appear before the County Licensing Authority the 
right to be heard personally or by counsel or solicitor. 

Parliamentary Agents’ Costs —Attention is directed to the new House of 
Commons rules prohibiting Parliamentary agents from dividing with 
solicitors any moneys received by them in respect of costs in Parliamentary 
matters. 

Publie Trustee and Executor Bill.—This Bill, which if it had passed would 
have tended to divert from solicitors much business carried on by them 
for and to the satisfaction and advantage of their clients, and to transfer 
it to public officials, was considered by the committee, and the Members of 
Parliament for the city and county were asked to support amendments 
preventing the injury threatened. The Bill was eventually withdrawn. 

Clerkship to Worcester Board of Guardians.—Rumouts having reached your 
committee of an alleged intention on the part of the Worcester Board of 
Guardians to fill up the vacancy in the office of clerk, caused by the 
resignation of Mr. A. W. Knott, without first advertising for candidates, 
your committee communicated with the chairman of the board depeeeea 
the alleged intention, and in reply received an intimation that the boi 
intended to advertise for applications. The advertisement appeared in 
due course, and Mr. John Gilson Sheild was elected to the office. 

S‘atutory Advertisements to Creditors.—During the year an advertisement, 
by a local auctioneer, asking creditors to send in their claims to him on 
bebalf of an executrix, was brought to the attention of the committee, 
On inquiry it was ascertained that the advertisement had been prepared 
by a solicitor. The committee deprecate encouragement being given to 
auctioneers or others to give these notices. 

Advertisements of Money to Lend.—Advertisements of money to lend have 
from time to time appeared in the papers with the name of a solicitor 
attached. The committee think that such advertisements are contrary to 
the usage of the profession in this district, and are in the nature of touting. 





Wolverhampton Law Society. 


The annual general meeting of this society was held on the 30th ult. at 
the Law Library, Lich Gates. There were present Mr. T. G. Greensill, 
retiring vice-president (iu the chair), Messrs. G, Baker, E. T’. Cresswell, 
A. N. Brevitt, J. Darby, A. Skardon-Wearing, H. N. Flewker, ©. L. 
Adams, C. N. Wright, R. Tildesley, O. Byron (hon, secretary), and 
others. ~ 

The report of the council and treasurer’s accounts for the year 1905 were 
read and Y pace a 

The following officers were elected for the ensuing year: President, Mr. 
G. Baker; vice-president, Mr. 8. R. Taylor; hon. treasurer, Mr. T, ¥. 
. Page and G, M. Martin ; hon. 


id not become law during the last session. Your council are of opinion | secretary, Mr. C. Byron. Messrs. J. F, Brewer, T. (, Greensill, J. Darby, 


that although there can be no possible objection to legislation for the 
purpose of safeguarding trost pro 
the administration of trusts would lead to great inconvenience and expense 
to beneficiaries, and they believe perfect security can be attained with 


the substitution of State officialism for those friendly trustees who do so N 


y, still the extension of officialism to 


| 


out society hope to welcome his Honour Judge P, Howard-Smith, 
ville, ath 


H, Taylor, H. D, Stratton, and A, N. Brevitt were elected to fill vacancies 
on the council, 

The annual dinner is fixed for Thursday, the 8th of February, “— y 
r, Ne Ve 
pendiary magistrate, and others. 
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: : Kershaw, Harold Slane; ur s 
United Law Society. King, iy a "(Cam Y) Arth song B.A. 
_5,.—Mr. J. W. W. Weigall in the chair.—Mr. Gilbert West, | King, Laurence wlinson, Francis Jose 
ier cad Mr. L. C. Bullock were elected members of the society. A | Lacy, Cyril Dunman Reece, Edward Tur le Bernard = 
point of law was propounded by Mr. F. H. Dalston and subsequently Lambert, Dudley Davies Rew, ag B.A. (Oxon.) 
referred to the decision of the chairman. Mr. F. H. Dalston then moved, Latimer, Walter Ricketts, Henry James 


and Mr. S. C. Peevor opposed, the following resolution : ‘‘ That the decision 
of Mr. Justice Buckley in Behrens v. Richards (1905, 2 Ch. 614) (Lujunction 
—Trespass —Right of way—Landowner uniujured—Discretion to refuse 
injunction) was wrong.’’ After a long debat: the motion was lost by four 


votes to eight. 








Law Students’ Journal. . 


The Law Society. 
INTERMEDIATE EXAMINATION. 


The following candidates (whose names are in alphabetical order) were 
successful at the Intermediate Examination held on the 17th and 18th of 
January, 1906 : 

Hatt-Cook, George, B.A. (Camb.) 
Hill, Charles Victor 
Carr, Arthur Hodges, Reginald Arthur 
Elemore, William George Howarth, Robert Henry 
Henley, Herbert George Kevill, John Bertram 
Hewlett, Claud, M.A. (Oxon.) Kidd, Francis Henry 
Lyles, William Kilner, Frank Maitland 
Pyke, Harold Reason Knight, John Henry 
Worsnup, James Percy Lickfold, Edward Percy 
Passep. Maw, William George Canney 
Alexander, Aubrey Mellor, Philip Seddon, B.A. (Camb.) 
Barnicot, Harry, B.A. (Camb.) Mellows, Hugh Geikie 
Blackwood, John Kenneth Owen, Ernest Haddon 
Blyth, Samuel Francis Peter, B.A, Richards, Arthur Pierre, B.A.(Oxon.) 

(Camb.) Romain, Arton Anidjar 
Bodilly, Hugh Ley Stevens, Edward Robert 
Bolingbroke, Herbert Thomas Tasker, Geoffrey Nowill 
Burch, Vernon Geach Taylor, Alfred William 
Clapham, Norman Greenwood Thomas, David Morgan 


First Cuass. 


Cooper, Percy Todd, Stanley Mitcalfe 
Davies, Philip Theodore Wi Octavius Whittard, B.A. 
Fieldhouse, George (Camb. 


) 
Fuller, John Davenant Whitmore, John Beach, B.A. 
Gilks, Humpbrey Livingston 


(Oxon.) 
Glynn, Dashper Henry, B.A. Wilson, Gibert Moore 
{ 


Camb.) 
FINAL EXAMINATION. 


The following candidates (whose names are in alphabetical order) were 
ra at the Final Examination held on the 15th and 16th of January, 


Agate, Sydney Evershed Donne, George Francis 
Alexander, Cyml Wilson, B.A., Evans, Arthur John 


LL.B. (Camb.) Faulder, Henry Siddons 
Allward, Frank Leonard Flawn, Neville George, B.A. 
Appleton, Henry Allan (Camb. 


) 
Forster, Thomas Alfred Bertram 
Fortescue, A@bert Edward Muspratt 
Fraser, Edward, LL.B. (Vict.) 


Argent, Herbert Thompson 
Austin, William Albert. 
Bache, Francis Eric Leonard 
Ball, John Raymond Morton Freeman, George Herbert 
Bancroft, John Arthur Fuller, Alfred Walter Francis 
Barrell, William John, LL.B. Gibbs, John Errington 

(Liverpool) Gillespie, Frederick William 
Bazett. Frank Doveton Gould, Henry Coningsby 
Beverley, Frank, LL.B. (Lond.) Green, Albert Robert 
Bolden, Arthur, B A. (Camb.) Griffith, Charles Fox 
Brettell, Norman Scott Gwynn, Humphrey Norman, B.A. 
Buckley, ‘'homas Ashworth (Oxon ) 
Campbell, George Leslie Hall, Frederick Edward Ernest 
Campbell, George Rupert Allaway John 
Carey, Alexander Sydney Hargreaves, Robert, B.A. (Camb.) 
Carthew, George Leopold Harker, John 
Cateaux, Harold Armand Harris, Daniel Gibson 
Chamberlain, Henry Seymour Harrison, Frederic Charles 
Chamberlain, Walter John Harrowell, Herbert Edward 
Chapman, John Barnett Hill, Edward Harold 


Clark, Walter Herbert Hislop, Cuthbert Hall, LL.B. 
Cooke, Herbert Edgar, B.A. (Lond.) 

(Oxon.) : Hodgson, William Wetherell 
Cooper, William Burton, LL.B, Hooper, Thomas Beverley 

(Lond.) Hopkins, John Harold 


Cox, Reginald Harry 
Crawshaw, Bertram Philip 
Crebbin, Charles 

Dalton, Witton Kenworthy 
Davies, Origen 


Houstoun, Malcolm Douglas 
Howell, William Thomas 

Howells, Harry Haywood 

Jenkins, John Henry 

Johnson, Ernest Stapley Heming, 


Davies, William Alford Noi’ B.A. (Camb ) 

Davis, Charles Augustus Johnson, Leslie Walter 

Day, William Ingram Leeson Johnstone, John Wilkie 
Dickson, Richard Cecil Kappel, Charles John Hermann 
Dobson, Reginald Crawshaw Kenward, Bertie Trayton 





Leach, Charles Ernest Robins, Gilbert Selwyn, B.A, (Camb.) 
Leathart, Anthony Hedley, B.A. Rothwell, James Herbert 
(Oxon.) Rutledge, Frederick James 
Levey, Lewis, B.A. (Camb.) Saffell, Robert Towers 
Limmer, Charles William i 
Lindsell, Arthur James Gurney, Scholefield, William 
B.A. (Camb.) Sparrow, Cyril Wellesley 
Linley, Herbert Stephens, Gilbert Henry 
Linnel), William Howes Storey, Mark 
Lister, James Victor Strick, Edward Talfourd 
McCleughin, Bertram Gordon 


Marris, Harold Colquhoun Taylor, Wilfrid 
Marshall, Alfred Turner, B.A. Tennant, Ernest Theodore 
(Camb.) Thomas, William Gough 


Thornley, Hubert on 


May, Walter Gladstone 
Trappes-Lomax, Edmund Neville, 


Milton, Charles Barton 
Moodie, Percy Alfred 
Moss, Harold Moreton 
Nalder, Gerald Frederick 
Nash, Ernest (Oxon.) 
Nicholls, Frederick Henry Edmund Walsh, James O’Brien Tufton 
Okell, George Harold Walters, Morgan Isaac 
Oldfield, John Anthony Thomas, Ward-Jones, William Arthur, M.A. 

B.A. (Oxon.) (Uxon.) 
Pedley, George Laurence Watson, James. B.A. (Oxon.) 
Perham, Herbert Thomas Way, William Bernard 
Peters, John Capel Wedd, Richard, M.A. (Oxon.) 
Powell, Sydney Pryce Weston, Harry Clifford 
Price, Arthur Rees White, Frederick Jotcham 
Prior, Charles Bolingbroke Leathes Wilkins, Stanley Edward 
Pruen, Arthur Sidney Fitzgerald § Williams, Richard Bennett 

Wix, Ernest Henry, B.A. (Oxon.) 





Law Students’ Societies. 


Law Srvupents’ Dernatine Socrery.—Feb. 6.—Chairman, Mr. J. E. C. 
Adams.—The subject for debate was: ‘‘ That the House views with dis- 
approval the return of a large body of Labour Members to Parliameut.” 
Mr. Blagden opened in the affirmative ; Mr. Croom Johnston opened in the 
negative. The following members also spoke: Messrs. Pieadwell, Rhodes, 
Clayton-Greene, Birch, Singleton, Henderson, Knowles, Harston. The 
mover replied. The motion was carried by seven votes. 





Gray’s Inn. 


The Arden Scholarship (1906) has been awarded to George Malcolm 
Hilbery, a student of this society. 








Obituary. 
Mr. J. G. Witt, K.C. 


Mr. John George Witt, K.C., died gy Ayame an on Wednesday 
morning in an omnibus while on his way to courts. He left his town 
house in Conduit-street apparently in his usual health, but when opposite 
the Gaiety Theatre the conductor noticed that Mr. Witt began to sway 
forward, and as he was in imminent danger of co! on the floor, the 
man ran forward and placed him at full length on seat. Then he 
instructed the driver to proceed at full speed to King’s Oullege Hospital. 
On arriving there, the doctors were able to certify at once that Mr. Witt 
was dead. He was educated at Eton and King’s College, Cambridge, of 
which he was subsequently a fellow. He was called to the bar in 1864, 
and joined the South- Circuit. He obtained a considerable 
practice, and in 1892 was made a Queen’s Mr. Witt was for 
many years common law editor of the Law Journal Reports. His practice 
had largely to do with horses and sport, to which he was greatly attached. 
He had a great fund of anecdotes, almost exclusively legal or % 
After the luneheon interval on Wednesday Lord Justice Vaughan 
Williams, addressing the bar, said that whea they adjourned the part- 
heard appeal that morning of Clelland v. Rae the court not know that 
Mr. Witt, K.C., no longer lived. He was quite sure that every one at the 
bar who knew him and every member of the South-Eastern Circuit would 
always think of him as a good friend and a man who in every department 
of life, and particularly in his career as a barrister, was always 

8 t and perfectly to be trusted. He would be remembered as a 

friend by all of them. 








The news of the condition of Lord Justice Mathew during the past week 
has net bean eatteinatery, bub ou Wetnestay Se was cteten % some- 
what better. 


Ibis stated that the York Town Council has unau ; decided to aa 
Mr. J. G. Butcher, K.C., who y rom 
1802 till the dissolution, to accept the freedom of the city. 
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Legal News. 


Information Required. 


Mrs. Janz Constance Haun, deceased, of 55, Montpelier-road, Brighton, 
formerly of 49, York-terrace, Regent’s Park, N.W. ; 7, Windsor-mansions, 
Northumberland-street, W.; St. George’s Villa, Richmond, Surrey ; and 
Carlisle - mansions, Brunswick-place, Hove.— Any person having any 
knowledge of the affairs, or possessing any property or papers belonging 
to the deceased lady is requested to communicate with the undersigned as 
solicitors for Frederick John Alexander Hahn, Esq., the administrator 
with the will annexed of the estate of the deceased. Dated 6th February, 
1906. Johnsons, Long, & Co., 9, New-square, Lincoln’s-inn, London, 
W.C. 





General. 


According to a paragraph which appears in the daily papers, as a result 
of taxation, a lawyer’s bill presented to the Thames Conservancy was 
reduced by £12 19s. 2d. The costs and fees in respect to the taxation, 
however, amounted to £49 12s. 


A Texas correspondent of an American legal journal sends the 
following advertisement, which he says appeared in a Fort Worth 
newspaper recently : ‘‘ Law Books for sale—2,000 volumes latest text- books 
and reports for sale or exchange for sows. These books are Al authority 
- all states and countries except Texas, and good for waste paper in 

‘exas.’ 


Sir John Day, who will be eighty years of age on the 20th of June next, 
has, says the Daily Mail, recently purchased a house at Newbury, where 
he is building a picture gallery. During the time Sir John was one of the 
judges of the High Court—a period of nearly twenty years—he never 
missed one day’s work either ia London or on circuit on account of illness. 
He is now adding to his valuable collection of pictures and making further 
purchases for his library. 


A lawyer was, says the Central Law Journal, trying a case before a jury, 
being counsel for the prisoner, a man charged with making mountain dew. 
The judge was very hard on him, and the jury brought in a verdict of 
guilty. The lawyer moved for a new trial. The judge denied his motion, 
and remarked ; ‘‘ The court and the jury think the prisoner a knave and a 
fool.”’ After a moment's silence the lawyer answered: ‘‘The prisoner 
wished me to say he is perfectly satisfied—he has been tried by a court 
and a jury of his peers.’’ 

Somebody, says the Globe, ought to publish a new dictionary of the 
Englieh language for the use of juries. Following immediately upon the 
case of the lady who acted but was not an actress, we have that of another 
lady who took down letters from dictation but was said not to be an 
amanuensis. Fortunately, in the latter case, the judge, seeing brain fever 
in the near future if this sort of thing were allowed to go on, found that 
the Jady was an amanuensis. We shall be hearing soon of the cricketer 
who was not a reporter or the judge who was not a comedian. 


The Judicial Committee of the Privy Council resumed their sittings last 
week after the vacation. Their list of business, says the Times, includes 
fourteen appeals—namely, from Oudh, three; Bengal, two; and from 
Lower Burma, Allahabad, Bombay, Australia, Queensland, Turk’s and 
Caicos Islands, New South Wales, Canada, and the East Africa 
Protectorate, one each. There is also a petition for the prolongation of a 
patent to be heard. Ten judgments in appeals argued before the vacation 
are set down for delivery. 


Judges have repeatedly, says a writer in the Globe, been moved to 
protest against the waste of judicial time on circuit. A juryman at the 
recent assizes at Bodmin has followed their example. Four dozen jurors, 
he states, were summoned from different parts of the county to try two 
prisoners. ‘‘ A wretched, thin little specimen of humanity is brought up 
from the cell below the dock, pleads guilty, and is sent to penal servitude. 
The next case takes longer, as counsel and witneses have to be heard ; 
but it results in the discharge of the accused. And those two cases were 
all the business of the day.’’ This indignant juror expresses the hope 
that the new Government will be bold enough to propose a drastic 
measure of reform. He must be very sanguine who believes that this hope 
will be fulfilled. Some thirteen years ago the judges proposed a number 
of important changes in the circuit system. Kvery grand jury at the 
succeeding assizes protested strongly against the proposals, and the 
Government, though quite favourable to them, refrained from supporting 
the judges. . 

A test case, brought at the instance of the Inland Revenue Department 
regarding the licences required for the sale of beer was, says the Times, 
heard at the Market Harborough Petty Sessions on the 31st ult. The 
Northampton Brewery Co. were charged with selling beer by retail without 
having a licence in force authorizing them so to do at Market Hart orough. 
Mr. Price, an officer of the Inland Revenue at Market Harborough, received 
& price-list referring to the sale of beer and stout in bottles by the defend- 
ant company at Northampton. The list had a stamp across it of ‘ Local 
office, 18, The Square, Market Harborough.”’ In consequence of that Mr. 
Price went to the office and paid 1s. 94. for some bottled stout, which was 
delivered from the railway station at Market Harborough a few days later, 
The contention of the prosecution was that the defendant com any were 
liable to a penalty of £20 for selling and also a penalty for taking orders 
without having 4 proper licence. ‘The company had a proper retail licence 


at ey eee but that did not cover any act of selling or taking orders 
rough. The bench held that Mr. Baker, who effected the 


at Market 





———— 


sale for the i? , was not at the time acting in the capaci 
traveller, and, = ih 

Harborough, and not sent on to Northampton. This being a test Case and 
the first of its kind, they fined the company £5, including costs. A as. 
for a higher court was granted. 


At the Manchester Assizes, on the 1st inst., David Bowen & 
solicitor, pleaded ‘‘Guilty”’ to three charges of forgery. The circum, 
stances of the case, as narrated by the Times reporter, were very painful, 
The prisoner had risen from humble circumstances by his own exertions 
His father was a railway porter in Wales, and was killed when the 
prisoner was quite a child. The prisoner was educated at a Board schoo} 
and afterwards at a boys’ college where he had previously cleaned the 
knives. At sixteen he became clerk in a solicitor's office, and at twenty. 
one was articled. He had to borrow £100 to pay for his articles and £159 
more to be admitted. He opened offices in Manchester and Radcliffe jn 
1902, and then a hard struggle began. He had the expenses of his 
business to meet and was hampered by the illness of his wife and chilg 
his mother, and invalid brother. In 1902 it was necessary for him to find 
£300, and he had recourse to forgery. He forged a conveyance of some 
shops, the property of a client, and a mortgage of the shops, to obtain 
an advance. In September, 1904, being again pressed, he repeated the 
operation, and in May, 1905, he forged a conveyance of tome property in 
Eckersall-street, Clayton, Manchester. Inquiries were made, and it was 
found that the property did not belong to the persons purporting to 
convey it, and the prisoner was arrested. He was sentenced to three 
years’ penal servitude. 


The millennium must be at hand, says the Evening Standard. The new 
Parliament is to sweep away all the abuses and anomalies by which our 
legislative system is marred. It is to go so far towards perfection, if all 
hopes be realized, as to frame its Acts in language which cannot, or at any 
rate need not, be misinterpreted. This is a very large proposal. To ask 
a Bill draftsman to put the will of Parliament into plain English seems 
as daring a proposition as was that contained in the round robin which 
desired an English epitaph for Goldsmith. When the Musical Copyright 
Act of 1902 came before the King’s Bench a couple of years ago, the 
judges mildly suggested that the gentlemen who drafted Acts of this nature 
should really have some elementary knowledge of the criminal law. At the 
Westminster police-court, where Mr. Shiel complained of a badly-worded 
Act, he was informed that it had been amended in committee. “ That 
means that an alteration was written on the top of a hat in a corridor,” 
said somebody who probably knew. The matter is not so simple as it may 
at first sight appear. Sir Henry Fowler, recognizing that the hasty 
adoption of badly-drawn amendments is main'y responsible for the con- 
fusion of meaning by which so many statutes are marred, once made what 
seemed a sound proposal. It was that all important Bills affecting the 
general law should, after they have passed through committee, be referred 
back to the Parliamentary counsel for their report as to the wording of 
such Bills, and that an opportunity should be afforded of amending any 
errors, any confusion of meaning, or any conflict with the existing law, to 
which the attention of Parliament would thus be drawn. That process 
might be effective if members of Parliament were all minded to pass Bills. 
But so long as the raising of a man’s hat and his saying ‘‘I object” can 
defer the consideration of a Bill, we need not expect our rulers to multiply 
opportunities for the blocker to triumph. 


Lord Justice Moulton was the guest at a dinner of the London Chamber of 
Commerce given on Wednesday to commemorate the passing of the Trade- 
Marks Act, 1905. Mr. J. Evans-Jackson, chairman of the Trade-Marks, 
Patents, and Design Section of the Chamber, presided. The chairman, in 
proposing the toast of ‘‘Our Guest,’’ said, according to the Times, that they 
might congratulate themselves on the consummation of their hopes and 
desires in trade-mark reform. He drew attention to the rules which had 
been issued that morning under the authority of the Act which had been 
passed. It was an excellent Act, and he bad been in hopes that the rules 
would also be excellent, and that the ridiculous foolery which had been 
going on for many years would be dispensed with. He had only spent 
few minutes looking at the rules, and he was certain that the commercial 
community of this country would reject those which related to fees. _ The 
fees were raised enormously, and were absurdly graded. If they wished 
to register their photograph as a trade-mark the fee was 5s., whereas if they 
desired to register a facsimile of their signature the fee was £5, He asked 
why they should pay £5 for a signature and only 5s. for a face. These 
rules had to be passed in a few weeks, and the sooner the commercial 
community knew the kind of thing that was being put forward by the 
officials the sooner they would be ready to knock those absurd things out 
of the rules. Lord Justice Moulton, in reply, said he thought they would 
find that the Trade-Marks Act was satisfactory. He considered that it 
was satisfactory, in the first place, because it came from the mercantile 
community, and was not imposed upon them; it was the satisfaction 
a need which they felt and expressed. It was also a cause for satisfaction 
that the commercial community, having expressed their wishes, shot 
have left them to lawyers to formulate. The third reason for satisfaction 
was that the Act for the first time realized that eertain things in comme 
legislation should be fixed and beyond change in order that comm 
habits might form themselves around them, and that other things should 
be flexible in order to be changeable with the increase of experience 
the change of the needs of the community from time to time. For 
first time the Bill has been framed on the principle of carefully distin, 
that which was permanent from that which should be readily ¢ 
He was sure that such things as the chairman had alluded to and 
impediments as the radical wickedness of all officials would be r 
and altered. The Bill ought to-be the precursor of many other Bills 





adapted to satisfy the needs of the mercantile community. 
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Court Papers. 
Supreme Court of Judicature. 
Rota or Registrars 1n ATTENDANCE ON 
Emercency APPEAL ae Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Date. Rota. No. 2. Kexkewica. FaRwELL. 
Monday, Feb. ....+.+++.- " Mr. Sapague Mr. King Mr. aie Mr. Pemberton 
= aaa :: — R. Leach Pemberton 
Thursday .... oe) Pemberton Farmer Godfrey Jackson 
Friday «-....- pnopeauee Godfrey King R. Leach Pemberton 
satan covonerevenrennvordd R. Leach Farmer Godfrey ackson 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Date Buckuey. Joycr. Swinrey Eapy. Wasrinaton. 
Monda: seseseeeeel2 Mr. Greswell Mr. Beal Mr. W. Leach Mr. Church 
Toewiay, Bebesvwrvee'ag Church Carrington § Theed 
Wednesday .. 14 Greswell Beal W. Leach 
Thursday .. .... 15 Church Carrington Theed W. Leach 
Friday ....... 16 Greswell Beal W. Leach 
Mtalsy cccceeel? «© Church Carrington  Theed King 








The Croydon Gas Co. announce that the Ordinary Stock of the company 
offered for sale by auction on the Ist of February was sold at prices 
ranging from £230 10s. to £237 per £100 of the Stock. 








Fixep Incomes.—Houses and Residential Flats can now be Furnished 
on a new System of Deferred Payments especially adapted for those with 
fixed incomes who do not wish to disturb investments. Selection from the 

stock in the World. Everything legibly marked in plain a S. 
Maple & Co. (Limited), Tottenham Court- road, London, W.—[Apvr. 








The Property Mart. 


Sales of the Ensuing Week. 
Feb. 15.—Messrs. H. E. Foster & Cranriexp, at the Mart, at 2:— 
REVERSIONS : 


To £2,841 2s. a. ; od: gentleman aged 69and a lady aged 62. Solicitor, G, H. Steinberg, 
, Lond 


Toa Trist Fund of £2 pm:  eaneme aged 56 and a lady aged 52. Solicitor, 
Davi A 

To One-third of a Trust Fund ‘ot £1,3'5, also Freehold and Cugeelt Pro Lighter 
possession, at Saxted, Suffolk ; lady aged 57. Solicitor, G : So 


London. 
To One-sixth of £7,594 Consols, with Policy; lady aged 77, a song a gentleman 
aged 41 —" Solicitors, Messrs. Vaughan & Buss, London. 
POLICIES for £5,000, £5,000, £2,700, £225. 
DEBENTURE STOCK : Thomas Phillips & Co. (Limited), Brewers, &c.— £125 44 per 
bang — _ Mortgage Debenture Stock. Solicitors, Messrs, W. H. Martin 


(See unlined, this week, back page.) 








Winding-up Notices. 
London Gazette.—Fripay, Feb. 2. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Limirep 1n CHANCERY. 


Buupres Bayk, Lintrep—Petn for winding up, presented Fe 1, directed to be heard Feb 
13, Lawson & Lawson, Finsbury circus, solors for petners. Notice of appearing must 
reach the above-named not Jater than 6 o'clock in the afternoon of Feb 12 

Crysratiine Co, Limrrep (1x LiquipaTi0n) - Creditors are required, on or before Feb 23, 
to send in their names and dresses, and the particulars of their debts or Some te 
pete Boney Gough, 267, Castle st, Dudley. Harwards & Evers, Stourbridge, solors 
lor liquidator 

Ryps Morors Limirep—Petn for winding up, presented Jan 29, directed to be heard at 
the Town Hall, Brentford, Feb 16, at 10. Hoawten & Son, Oxford st, solors for petner. 
msg appearing must reach the above-named not later than 6 o'clock in the after- 
noon of Fe 

Be.ecrep ay Mises oy Avustraia, Limirep—Petn for winding up, ted Jan 30, 
directed to be heard Feb 13. Carter & Bell, Idol In, solors for i i Notive of 
wpearing Pemak reach the above-named not later than 6 o'clock in the afternoon of 


Sinonsen's, Limirep—Petn for winding up, presented Jan 26, directed to be heard Feb 13. 
Godden & Co, Old Jewry, solors for petners. Notice of appearing must reach the above- 
named not later than 6 o'clock in the afternoon of Feb 12 

os Sait & Co, Lunrep —Petn for winding ee cies Jan 16, was adjourned, and 

will be heard on Feb 13. Parker & Co, Cornhill, for petners. Notice of cegeaing 
must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’closk in the afternoon of Feb 1 

Wattace & Davies, oe a are required on or before Feb 28, to ae their 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to W. "R. Miller, 21, 
North John st, Liverpool. Lamb & Co, Liverpool, solors for li — 

Yorksuire Woot Compars ASSOCIATION, ‘Lourep —Petn for up, presented Jan 30. 
directed to be heard Feb 13. Spyer & Sons, London wall, solors or petners, Notice of 
sppearing must reach the above-named not later than 6 o'clock in the afternoon of 


Untimirep in Cuancery. 


44 amas ae Bui.vina Goomer, yo F rn — Credit on or before 
> 8e eir names an resses, the alone of of tar po Toy or claims, 
w Platts, Blackburn, solor for society. on 


London Gazette.—Turspay, Feb. 6, 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Luurep in Cuanczry. 
Avaruia SyxpicatE Ramer = > aie om, semen’, on or before March 21, to send 
their names and addresse the particulars of their debts or claims, to W. L. W. 
10, Bishopsgate st Within 

Baapniony Bace, ope vs (IN uiary of their debts oF Claims to XO are required, : or 
aims . Lamprell, 82, Avon- 

dale rd, Groydc” send particulars o! jebts or to F. C. 





H. W. Goutp, Luarsp—Petan for winding up, presented Jan 24, directed to be heard at 
the Shire Hall, Taunton, Feb 20, at 11. Blackford, color for petner. 
Satine ee OU EE Hah Cae aE nO See ee 
el 
ey Sreeet Cleanser Synpicats, Liutrep—Peta for winding up, presented Feb 
cted to be heard Feb 20. Turner Lincoln’s inn fields, for petners. 
Notice of appearing must reach the above not later than six o’clock in the after- 
noon of Fe 
Mepicat Tres Co, Luarrep -Creditors are required, on before March 20. to send their 
names and oddreasen, and the particulars of thelr’ debts or claim, to Haery Rendall 
Gothard, 110, Cannon st 
Saitixe Sup “ Lorp Rosesery”’ Co, Save —< —Creditors are uired, on or before 
Feb 20, to send their names and , and the particulars of ir debts or claims, 
to John Herron, 18, Tower bldgs, Water st, Live: 


eanen Sue “Pameose Huu” Co, Loren - a are required, on or before 
March 22, to send their names and the particulars of their debte or 
claims, to Will'am Price, 17, Tower bldgs N Water st, Liverpool Lightbound & 


Co, Liv erpool, solors for iiquidator : 

Van Veen & Co, Limirep (in Sespeepe)—- Galen an uired, on or before 
March 24, to send their names and addresses, and the of their claims, 
to William Henry Platts, 1, Oxford row. 

Waeuree Tyree anv Rim Co, Limrrep— Petn for wanies up, presented to Feb 1, 

be heard at the Court house, Corporation st, Birmingham, on Feb 15, on 10.3). 

Ryland & Co, 7, Cannon st, Birmingham, yo for Asprey, Lincoln’s ion fields, solor 
for petarr. Notice of appearing must reach the above-named not later than 6 o'clock 
in the afternoon of Feb 14 

Woopnorre & Prrxins, Limirep, Agricultural 
required, on or before Feb 16, to send their names 
their debts or claims, to J. Ernest Pritchard 


ineers, Lichfield — Creditors are 
addresses, and the particulars of 








Creditors’ Notices. 
Under Estates in Chancery. 


Last Day or Cram. 
London Gazette.—Fnipay, Jan. 19. 
Frosr, Wititiam, T on, Middl Baker Feb17 Frost v Frost, Swinfem Eady, J 
eras ebtingte esex, 
HALLowes, Lizat-Colonel Joux, Winchester Feb 15 Hallowes v Hallowes, Joyce, J 
Hallowes & Co, Bedford row 
London Gaseie.—Tuxspay, Jan. 23. 
Morrisox, Mary Ayx, Bournemouth Feb 19 Morrison v Morrison, Farwell, J Cross- 
man, Theobald’s rd, Gray’s inn 
London Gasette.—Tuxspay, Jan. 30. 
am, Wittiam Taomas, Upper Buqeges In, Carman Feb 26 Wilson v Boyce, 
arwell, ilson, Victoria st 
London Gazette.—Faipay, Feb. 2. 
Cosuam, Tuomas, Kelham, Nottingham March 22 Mather & Co v Cosham, Kekewich, J’ 
Hodgkinson, Newar! 
Mitiixes, Ervesr, Pilgcim House, Brentwood, Essex March 13 Wrightson y Milliken, 
Farwell, J Kahn, 53, Gresham House, Old Broad st 





Under 22 & 23 Vict. cap. 35. 


Last Day or Cram. 
London Gazette.—Fripay, Jan. 26. 


AntTHoxy, fee 5 Nicuoras, Sedgeford, Norfolk, Farmer Feb 6 Seppings & Wilkia, 
ing’s Lynn 

em Joun Witson, Knight's Park, Kingston upon Thames Feb 23 Kitsons & Co, 
‘orquay 

Barey, Linuiay, i Feb 28 Beale & Co, 

Bean, Evita, Hilingdos Heath, nur Uxbridge March Math ow A. A & G A Brown, Acton 

Bruges, Wi111am, Elliott rd, Brixton, Farrier Feb 23 es & Seem Brixton rd 

Burrows, Coaeees 2a Ashford, Kent March 1 Kingst & Co, Ashford 

Capp, Josgrs, Crystal Palace rd, East Dulwich, Licensed Victualler Feb26 Baker & Co, 


Cazenove, Reorvatp Frepericx, Ascot Feb e Wells's el st, Strand 
Eapon, Gearaups, Carlton, nr Selby, Yorks Feb 23 W: Leeds 
Exuis, Jouy, Runcorn, Chester March 31 Harrison & Burton, Li 

Evers, Any, Boscombe, Hants Feb 28 Bristow & Co, Bedford row 
Fawcett, Samoz., Bradford Feb10 Banks & Co, ord 


Hazais, Jaye, Toxteth Park, Liverpool Feb 19 Po oe 
Hessiox, Tuomas Outv gR, Gt Yarmouth March 1 helson Ce Crouca, Surrey st, 


Strand 
Hopkiys, Eexest ta Park rd, Twickenham, Licensed Victualler FAB 2 Syrett & 


Sons, Fins 
Jack, JAMES, Peterkeceah Feb28 Ingram & Co, Leicester 
Kerry, Auterep, Shoreditch, India Rubber Merchant March 10 Muna & Longden, 


Ola Je 

Kirto, Errig Fxeperica Osporse, Aberystwyth ag 

Lamacaart, W1L11AM James, Heavitree, Feb 28 eb ss Enend & tabs 

Larxmay, JuLian Cuampercin, Brookwood, Surrey March 7 Jang ted 

Liremayx, Max Epwrs, Upper Park rd, Bampstead March 1 ry Co, Bedford row 

Mason, se Wituram, York, Licentiate in Medicine March 1 Holtby & Procter, 

Parmer, Isapsiua, Eye, Suffolk Feb28 Hill, Nerwich 

Prestox, Joan Dickxsoy, Glendarvon st, Putney March 8 Fawcett, Finsbury pymt 

Rarrray, ADELAIDE, Cheltenham Feb 28 Cottam, Cheltenham 

Ros, Euizasern, Smith st, Chelsea March 31 Maples & Co, Fredericks pl, Old Jewry 

Roya, James Jou, Gt a —=— 18_ Diver & Pi Gt Yarmouth 

Rupp.espen, Josern, Spies, D 

a £, Jax, Rainam, Essex ; = 
Aings, Louisa Frances, Ipswich Marcht Aldridge 

Vatiance, Joun MoDonatp, Wheatley Hill, Durham, M 


Practitioner Feb 1¢ 
Hariison & Son, Weat Hartke 


Wasene, pe Tuomas, Bootle, Lancs Feb9 Priest & Sons, Liverpool 
West, Taomwas, 8t Heleas, Lancs March 24 Brewis & St Helens 
Wiurams, Tuomas, Bangor, Carnarvon, Painter March 1 Jones, Bangor 
Wiytovr, Cuarces Fortn, Cheltenbam’ = 15 Wood, Chseahann 

Wintour, Cuancorrs, Cheltenham Feb 15 Wood, Cheltenham 


London Gazette,—Tvurspay, Jan, 
Bavcocx, io Rensan, Holsworthy, Devon March 1 Guygey & Foster-Melliar, Stratton 
Co 
Bamrortu, Marraa, Preston, Domestic Maynard, Preston 
Banks, Euizaneru, Fairtield, sad Liver a 


Banker, Haray Tuomas, Banstead, March 7 Brooks & Heller, Upper 





2 Co, Breeton 
Burssetr, Many Axx, Hallow, Worcester Feb2l Garrood, Ledbury 


Vv nan, Somes Sas Minsxutt, Buxton, Derby, Silk Merchant March 10 Scholfield & Taylor, . 
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Boscawen, Percitvat Nog, Liverpool March 
Baices, Grorcr, Bradford Feb8 Heap, Bradford 


24 Fisher & Jennings, Gray’s inn sq 


| Maenrac, Lady Exxanon, Basil mans, 


Baeooxer, Hesry Taomas, Croydon, Licensed Victualler March3 Edridge & Newnham, Thames st 


Croydon 
Ons Wiiuram Grorce, London rd, Southwark, Gas Engineer March 3 Woodbridge 
Feb 26 Stamford & Metcalfe, 


Caumr, Witt1amM ALrxaxper, Leadenhall st March 14 Crump & Sons, Leadenhall st 
Cunuirrs, Epwarp, Hove, Sussex March 19 Griffith & Co, Brighton 

Dauuisox, Josern, Nottingham, Licensed Victualler Feb21 Barlow, Nottingham 
Desuan, Atrarp Jonny, Crosby row, Southwark, Tin Plate Worker March 1 Hicklin & 


, Serjeants’ inn, Fleet st 
Crasreze, Caagtes Frepericx, Southport, Lancs 


, Trinity sq, Southwark 


Exurorr, Danii Russet, Hamiltcn rd, Ealing March 1 Saxton & Morgan, Somerset 


Portman sq 


anchi 


te st Within 


———— 


| Lemon, Manta, Bosham, Sussex Feb 20 Raper & Co, Chichester 
Brooks & Heller, Uppe 


et March 7 


Moeper, Harriett, Elstree, Herts March1 Dod & Co, Berners st 
Parker, Ann, Tunstead Milton, Coapel en le Frith, Derby, Innkeeper March 1 Bennett 
& Co, Chapel en le Frith, nr Stockport 
Penper, Cares, Cheetham, Manchester, Skip Maker Feb 28 Field & Cunningham, 
ester 


Porter, Partapetpata, Dudléy, Worcester Feb12 Jobson & Marshall, Dudley 
Reve.t, THomas, Wadsley Bridge, Ecclesfield, Yorks March 25 Alderson & Co, Sheffield 
RicuArps, WiLt14M SaoatTLayp, Damascus, Syria March 14 Collisson & Co, Bedford roy 
Roszets, Mary, Small Heath, Birmingham h 

Rowe ut, Epwarp, Kemphow Shap, Westmorland Feb 27 Little & Lamonby, Penrith 
Sacmoy, Exvizaseru, Marston Magoa, Somerset Feb15 Maxwell & Dampney, Bishops. 


eb 15 Williams, Birmingham 


st, ga 
Exwortay, Herszret Sauver, St Albans, Chemical Engineer Feb 28 Robinson, St | Surru, Freperic Macne.t, Cranley mansion, Gloucester rd March 25 Greene & Greene, 


bans 
Foster, Mary Avs, Bradford Feb27 Atkinson, Bradford 


Garmspate, Witt1am Heyey, Uxbridge March1 Gardiner & Son, Uxbridge 
Hanrais, Evszanetu, Great Harwood, Lancs Feb24 Read & 
Houtayp, Joux, Monkleigh, Torrington, Devon Feb 28 Burroughs & Son, Bristol 
Hoksz, Epcar Witley, Surrey Feb 28 Horne, Stone bldgs. Lincola’s inn 

ae, & Joux Henry Bropetss, Stratton st, Piccadilly Feb28 Lewis & Lewis, Ely pl, 


Ksiout, Saran Marcaret, Brighton March1 Hicklin & Co, Trinity sq, Southwark 
Lea, Eveanor, Walton, Liverpool March 14 HC & AS Reynolds, Liverpool 
Lzz, Samvet Goopmas, Torquay Marchi Lee, Brixham, Devon 


| Bury 8t Edmunds 


| STANFIELD, Fiecp, Somers pl, Hyd2 Park March1 Gasquet & Co, Mincing In 


Eastwood, Blackburn ford 


Lazs, Tomas Hewny, Seaforth, Lancs March 14 Bodway & Co, Liverpool Gracechurch st 


Bankruptcy Notices. 


London Gasette.—Faipay, Feb. 2. 


RECEIVING ORDERS. 
A.pgince, C P, Summersdale, Chichester Brighton Pet 
Dec il Ord Jan 30 
Aspezsos, Watxenx, Drighlington, Yorks, Coal Merchant 
Bradford Pet Jan29 Ord Jan ® 
Asutos, Witiiam, Chapel en le Frith, Derby, Manufac- 
turer Stockport PetJani15 Ord Jan 31 
Brut, Psecr, Boiton, Lancs, Butcher Bolton Pet Jan 29 
Ord Jan 29 
;Bickxeestarre, Haxxau, Blackpool, Laundry Proprictress 
Preston Pet Jan3i Ord Jan 3i 
,Borroutzy, Hexey, Trowbridge, Wilts, Newspaper Pro- 
r Bath Pet Jan3i Ord Jan 31 
jBoutp, Agtuce, Moseley Village, nr Wolverhampton, 
Grocer Wolverhampton Pet Jan 29 Ord Jan 29 
[Breztsrogp, Azruve, Kirkby in Ashfield, Notts, Engine 
Driver Nottingham Pet Jan 29 Ord Jan 29 
Warrros, Atrerv, leeds Leeds Pet Jan3i1 Ord Jan 31 
Bceros, Matruew, Adlington, Chester, Quarryman 
eld PetJan® Urd Jan 
Borcuer, Georce Stas.er, K land, Suffolk, Builder 
Gt Yarmouth Pet Jan 2 Ord Jan 
Cacz, Exaxve: Joux, Buckland Newton, Dorset, Dairyman 
Dorchester Pet Jan2 Ord Jan 2 
Catvexer, Moers, Brompton, Yorks, Corn Miller Scar- 
borough Pet Jan2 Ord Jan 29 
Coxenz, Wittiam, Lismore rd, Liemore circus, House 
Breaker High Court Pet Jan10 Ord Jan #0 
Cozx, Cuartzes Eicuaep, Porthill, Longport, Staffs, 
Piumber Hanley Pet Janié Ord Janz 
eae = F¥, Edmonton, Grocer High Court Pet Jan 16 
an wD 
Cox, Evwaxp Iscizer, Golden In, Window Glass Mer- 
chant High Court Pet Jan2 Ord Jan 29 
Ceawenaw, Cuaziorte, Safond, Sussex, Boarding House 
Lewes PaJan® Ord Janw 
Davies, Wit1iam, Birmingham,Grocer Birmingham Pet 
Jan® Ord Jan ® 
Dicaixsos, W H, Queen Margaret's grove, Mildmay Park 
igh Court PtJanil Ori Jan 2 
Evass, EKicuaep. Cheltenham, Ironmonger Cheltenham 
Pea JanZi Ord Jan Zi 
Fiern, Jverra, Beeston Hill, Leeds, Solicitor’s Clerk 
Lee@s Pet Jani7 Ord Janw 
Vietcase, Heerrer, and Perex Jaues Fietcnee, Rad- 
eifle, Lancs, Carters Boltog Pat Jan 29 Ord Jan 
Vazrscu, Jverru, Newcastle on Tyne, Extate Agent New- 
case ou Tyne Pet Jani2 wri JanwW 
Giseos, Grorsz Hever, Kingston om Hull, Grocer King- 
wmonHull PetJanw Ord Janw 
Grieves, Groecr, Milmebridge, mg Huddersfield, Butcher 
wiferGda PAtenZi Urd Jan 31 
Guer, Bioxer Jauze, Worcester Worcester Pet Jan 2 
(14 Jan 2 
Heseeet. Casziese, an Haney Gvesry Joxes, Kew 
Gardena, Daiders Wasdeworth PetJac9 Ord Jan 
Mscasvs, Txonss, Kingston on Hull, Batt Dealer Kingston 
mal) Pedané Ord Jeni 
Housxaxs, Caxi, Catherine ct, Hecthing In, Druggiste’ 
Sundrieetasn High Court PetJen1 Ord Jan & 
Hors, Janes, Penden, Galtord, Painter Geltord Pet Jon 
@ Ord dan v 
Howie, Cuazize VPeroruicn, Morice Town, Devonport 
Derm, Pease Vigmowtth Ya Janw Ord Jan 
Hiouze, Tavuse Hieser, Uemreret, Denbigh, Grocer 
Portmaice PAdsn@ Vrije 
Besca:seon, Witsian, Viggia, Derby, Parmer Burton on 
Treat PA sdemW Ora Jen) 
Femes, Witsian, ¥ netttach, wr Bwaneee, Labourer bwen- 
wm Pet JenZi Ord Jen 21 
sons, dons Gamers, en Wissen Barre, Uttoxeter 
Georras Hasdwor Dealers Barvm on tread Pet Jan 
@ Wis 
Leeasss, Hair, & Co, & 
Comtt Pedant Urisensi 
Maxerer, Jemee Wissen, thetic, Cnamercial Traveller 
Setht4 Yeden DW Ora Janw 
Misoieres, Gomes Wissen, 004 Vesnenwn Cursurns 
Mawes, Borwich, bot Manuladwers Norwich 
Pa Jem) Ort den WD 
Meurves, Waeiree Bow sen, Waxhdhe 14, Wo Green, 
Comteeton Yhmwnn FPAsand% Orhan 
Merusevcw, Antacn, Votediea, ut Outil, Greet 
Cuedd Padme Vaden 





aze, Merchan's High 








Parker, Anniz, and Frora Parxer, Llandudno, Dealers 
in Fancy Goods Bangor Pet Jan31 Ord Jan 31 
Pearsos, Witu1am, Lloyd’s av, Fenchurch st, Colonial 
Merchant High Court Pet Jan3 Ord Jan 31 

Picxies, Cuarues, and Jonn Wi wie Pick.es, Halifax, 
Slaters Halifax Pet Jan30 Ord Jan 80 

Postitt, Witram Artur, Pokesdown within Bourne- 
mouth, Tailor Poole Pet Jan31 Ord Jan 31 

Porrer, Heeseet, Nottingham, Grocer Nottingham Pet 
Jan 30 Ord Jan 30 

Powstu, Jous James Henry Dow, New Milton, Southamp- 
ton, Builder Southampton Pet Jan 30 Ord Jan 30 

ParizstLey, AtBeRT, Bradford, Machinery Merchant Brad- 
ford Pet Jan30 Ord Jan 30 

Quixss, Francis James, Padiham, Lancs, Clothlooker 
Burnley Pet Jan 30 Ord Jan 30 

Ratcuirre, Euma, Bolton, Grocer Bolton Pet Jan 30 
Ord Jan 30 

Rarser, Taomas Epwarp, Ossett, Yorks Dewsbury Pet 
Jan 31 Ord Jan 31 


Rees, James, Swansea, Confectioner Swansea Pet Jan 30 | 


Ord Jan 30 

Rees, James Seto, Aberaman,~Aberdare, Glam, Grocer 
Aberdare Pet Jan 29 Ord Jan 29 

Rozixsos, Jouw Epwarp, South Shields, Draper Newcastle 
on Tyne Pet Jan3i Ord Jan 31 

Szan, Esenezer Cuitp, Derby, Refreshment House Keeper 
Derby Pet Jan 30 Ord Jan 30 

Surrn, Atrazep Henry Cray, Manor Park, Essex, Hosier 
High Court Pet Jan9 Ord Jan 29 

Sximn, Caaetes Heerert, Kingston upon Hull, Cowkeeper 
Kingston upon Hull Pet Jan29 Ord Jan 29 

Stay.tey, Hexpert, Peleall, Staff’, Farmer Walleall Pet 
Jan 26 Ord Jan 26 

Steer, Witiiam, and James Wittiam Sree, Leeds, 
Drapers Leeds Pet Jan 30 Ord Jan 30 

Sryax, Wiriiam Axrezp, Whitley, Northumberland, 
Builder Newcastle on Tyne Pet Jan18 Ord Jan 31 

Tuompsos, Weiuixctox James, Nottingham, Dealer in 
Antiques Nottingham PetJan30 Ord Jan 30 

Toos, Joss Tuomas Witiiam, Bythorn, Hunts, Farmer 
Nortbampton Pet Jan29 Ord Jan 29 

Tevemas, Witiism Cuaries, Basingstoke, Coach Builder 
Winchester Pet Jani6é Ord Jan 3t 

Vavouan, Bicuanp, Aberavon, Glam, Grocer Neath Pet 
Jan 31 Ord Jan 31 

Wanpe, Epwarp Vivias, Stanley gdns, Clab Proprietor 
High Court Pet Dec 15 O1d Jan 29 

Woop, Gzeorcr, Birmingham, Baker Birmingham Pet 
Jan6 Ord Jan 31 

Waicut, Rovert, and Frevexricne Wittiam Waiont, 
—* Engineers Colchester Pet Jan 29 Ord 

an Zz 


Amended notice substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of Jan 26: 
Nzitv, Heeveert Acexanves, Golden Cross Hotel, Strand 
Brighton Pet Dec 20 Ord Jan 22 


Amended notice substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of Jan 30: 
Day, Jon» Parnicn, Manchester, Beer Retailer Man- 
chester Pet Jan 2% Ord Jan 26 


FIEST MEETINGS. 


Asprnsos, Warxen, Drighlington, Yorks, Coal Merchant 
Feb t2at2 Off Rec, 20. Tyrell ot, Bradford 

Baxex, Heevcet, Park Fat, Tollard Royal, Wilts, Farmer 
Feb 13 at 2.4 Off Rec, City chmbre, Catherine st, 
Falisbury 

Beir, Peecy, Bolton, Butcher Feb 12 at 3 19, Exchange 
et, olton 

Biacenas, Tuomas, Longton, Stoff*e, Auctioneer Feb 12 
ati2 Off Kec, Newcastle, Malis 

Biouriacp, Tnomas Witritanu, King’s Laon, Norfolk, Hay 
Merchant Yeblb at10@ Court House, King's Lyon 

Baise, Hesuy Tuomas, Kast Stour, Dormt Feb 14 at 2 
Off Kee, City chambres, Catherine st, Balisbury 

Berrrow, Aivacy, Leeds Feb i4at 12 Off Mee, 22, Park 
row, Laeaes 

Baows, Gronn, Wregby, Yorks, Greengrocer Feb 12 at il 
Off Kee, 6, Yona ter, Wakefield 

Conen, Wiissan, Lamnore 14, LAmnore Gicus, House breaker 
¥eb Wott Bankruytey vidys Carey wt 

Coonnn, Hawn Caauces, Cardiff, Fruit Merchant Feb 12 
at @ 117, Mary et, Cardiff 

Covnnnin, ¥, YAmontm, Grocer Yebibat12 Bankruptey 
Vidys, Catey 

Con, Birwann Teoreey, Golden la, Window Glass Merchant 
Yeh i2at1 Bankruptcy bidge, Carey wt 





| Bcorr, Exizaneru, Gt Grimsby, Grocer 


| Stevens, Bryan Wiu.14u, Edgbaston, Birmingham, Factor March 1 Smiles & Co, Bed. 


row 
Srracuey, WiL.t1am, Elm, Somerset March 10 Frere & Co, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Tisss, Susannau, Romford March 14 Sweetland & Greenhill, Cullum st, Fenchurch st 
TratTMan, WILLIAM ALFRED, Pill, Somerset, Accountant March 8 Benson & Oo, Bristol 
Tyacxs, Rev Joseru Sipney, Helston, Cuinw: 
Warp, Bersy, Northfield, Worcester, Farmer March13 Tarleton & Butlin, Birmingham 
| Woopwarp, Enocn, Tredegar, Butcher March 6° Daunc2y, Tredegar 

| Wuetrine, Franz Cart, Bessdorough st, Pimlico March 5 Cruesemann & Rous, 


March 1 Tyacke, Helston, Cornwall 


Dance, Tuomas, Little Birch, Hereford, Farmer Feb 12 at 
10 2, Offa st, Hereford 

Davies, Evan Jony, Tonypandy, Glam, Boot Dealer Feb 
13at12 135, High st, Merthyr Tydfil 

Davies, Ricnarp, Swansea, Packer of Grocer’s Sundri-g 
Feb 13 at 11.30 Off Rec, 31, Alexandra rd, Swansea 

Dickinson, W H, Queen Margaret’s grove, Mildmay Park 
Feb 15 at11 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

Evans, Davin, Rhyl, Fiint, Plumber Feb 13 at 12 Crypt 
chambers, Fastgate row, Chester 

Evans, Ricuaxgp, Cheltenham, Ironmonger Feb 10 at 3.15 
Cvunty Court bldgs, Cheltenham 

Fiera, Joseru, Leeds, Solicitor’s Clerk Feb 14 at il Of 
Rec, 22, Park row, Leeds 

F.ierconer, Herpert, and Prrer James Ftercnz, 
Radcliffe, Lancs, Carters Feb 13 at 3 19, Exchange 
st, Bolton 

Forresr, Joun Antuur, Sheffield Plumber Feb 15at12 
Off Rec, Figtree In, Sheffield 

Frencu, Joserx, Newcastle on Tync, Estate Agent Feb 18 
atil Off Rec, 30, Mosley st, Newcastle on Tyne 

Fuxe, Fraxcis Grorce, urnaby gdus, Gunnersbury 
Feb 13 at 12 Sankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Goopman, Micuar., Swadlincote, Derby, Tailor Feb 10 
at 11,30 Off Rec, 47, Full st, Derby 

Gairritss, Ricaarp, Cilcen, nr Mold, Flint, Farmer Feb 
14at12 Crypt chmbrs, Eastgate row, Chester 

Gaist, Sivney James, Worcester Feb10at11 45, Copen- 
hagen at, Worcester 

Hosmanns, Cart, Catherine ct, Seething In, Druggists’ 
Sundriesman Feb 13 at 11 Bankruptcy bidgs, 
Carey st 

Hors, James, Pendleton, Salford, Painter Feb 10atll 
Off Rec, Byrom st, Manchester 

Jongs, Sinney Wiu1e, Tredegar, Mon, Painter Feb 12at 
8 135, High st, Merthyr Tydfil 

Kxort, Jamus, Stockport, Millwright Feb13 at 11 Of 
Rec, Castle chmbrs, 6, Vernon st, Stockport 

Lepsox, Joun James, Walton, Liverpool, Coal Dealer Feb 
14at12 Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 

Lioyp, Roverr, Penmorfa, ar Portmadoc, Bootmaker Feb 
10 at 11.15 Police Court, Portmadoc : 

Lyoxs, Cornxetivs, St Thomas, Swansea, Licensed 
Victualler Feb 13 at 12 Off Rec, 41, Alexandra rd, 
Swansea 

Maxrsu, Bexyamix, Newport, Mov, Bootmaker Feb 13 at 
12 Off Rec, Westgate chmbrs, Newport, Mon 

Mumrorp, Water Epwanv, Woodside rd, Wood Gree, 
Contractor Feb12at12 14, Bedford row _ 

NewsreaD, Percy Evan, Idle, Bracford, Theatrical Pro 
prietor Febi13at3 Off Rec, 29, Tyrrel st, Bradford 

Nicuous, Francis James, Cardiff, Coal Merchant Feb 12 
at12 117, 8t Mary st, Cardiff : 

Peray, Henny Tuomas, Cleethorpes, Fish Buyer Feb 13at 
11.30 Off Rec, St Mary’s chmbrs, Gt Giimsby 

PuiestLey, ALbest, Bradiord, Machinery Merchant Feb 
Wat3 Off Kec, 29, Tyrrel st, Bradford 

Rateuyes, Emma, Bolton, Grocer Feb 16 at 8 1, 
Exchange et, Bolton ; 

Rowixtow, Joun Epwaup, South Shields, Draper Feb 13at 
11.00 Off Rec, 30, Mosley st, Newcastle on Tyne 

Rowson, Sanver, and Tuomas Lewry, Uttoxeter, Groce 
Feb 10 at 11 Off Rec, 47, Full st, Derby 

Feb 18 at 


Off Rec, 8t Mary’s chmbre, Gt Grimsby cig 
Suiviey, Wit114Mm, Beeston, Notts, Horiery Hand Feb 1% 
atll Off Rec, 4, Castle pl, Park st, Nottingham 
Burru, Asyeco Hassy Ou y, Manor Park, Howier Feb 12 
atil Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st P 
Suirs, Joum Jauus, Northwood, Hanley, Btaffr, (reneral 
Shopkeeper Feb 12 at 11.30 Off Rec, Neweastle, 
Btalls J 

Sauiru, Tuomas Evwanp, Trofarth, nr Abergele, Denbigh, 
Schoolmaster Feb 13 at 11.80 Crypt chinbrs, Eastgate 
row, Chester 

Bxrowpen, Guonan, Rotherbum, Yorks, Painter Feb 15 # 
12.40 Off Rec, Figtree In, Bheffield 

Breen, Witasam, and Janus Wititam Sreen, Hobbes, 
Leots, Drapers Feb i4at11.40 Off Rec, 22, Park r0¥, 


Bryan, Witiiam Atyuny, Whilley, Northumberland, 
Hullder Heb 13 wt 12 ‘Off Kec, 40, Mosley #, New 
castle on Tyne 

Tuomrson, Jean Cuaurxs, Northampton, Bookseller eb 
Wat 12 Off Res, Bridge at, Northampton 

Tussy, Hexay Eowin, arket Harborough, Leicesed, 
Vuinter Fob 12 et 12 Off Rec, 1, Berridge ot. Lea 

Vickwus, Joun Tuomas, Gt Grimaby, Tobacconist F 
atid Off Rec, Ot Mary's chiabren, Ut Urimeby 
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oa Epwarp Vivian, Stanley gdns, Club Proprietor 
Wah 12 at1 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 


ADJUDICATIONS. 
,-Diighlington, Yorks, Coal Merchant 
as orn Apet Jan 29 Ord Jan 29 


, Wituram James, Fillongley, nr Coventry, 
Rides Coventry Pet Jan 9 Jan 29 . 
Bewt, Percy, Bolton, Butcher Bolton Pet Jan 29 Ord 
“9 
eakeersivs. Hawwyan, Blackpool, Laundry Proprietress 
Preston Pet Jan3t Ord Jan 21 

Borromtey, Henry, Trowbridge, Wilts, Newspaper Pro- 
prietor Bath Pet Jan 31 Ord Jan 31 

Booty, ArtuuR, Moseley Village, nr Wolverhampton, 
Grocer Wolverhampton Pet Jan 29 Ord Jan 29 

Bre.srorp, ARTHUR, Kirkby in Ashfield, Notte, Engine 
Driver Nottingham Pet Jan 29 Ord Jan 29 

Barrtox, Aurrep, Leeds Leeds Pet Jan 31 Ord Jan 81 

Bustos, Marruew, Adlington, Chester, Quarryman 
Macclesfield Pet Jan29 Ord Jan 29 

Busx, WittiaM Hewry, Guarlford, Malvern, Worcester, 
General Smith Worcester Pet Dec1l Ord Jan 29 

Butcuer, Georce Stayey, Kessingland, Suffolk, Builder 
Gt Yarmouth PetJan29 Ord Jan 29 : 

Caxe, Emanvex Jonny, Buckland Newton, Dorset, Dairyman 
Dorchester Pet Jan29 Ord Jan 29 : 

Catvert, Moses, Brompton, Yorke, Corn Miller Scar- 
borongh Pet Jan29 Ord Jan 29 ee 

Davies, WitttaM, Birmingham, Grocer Birmingham Pet 
Jan 30 Ord Jan 30 

Evays, Ricuarp, Cheltenham, Ironmonger Cheltenham 
Pet Jan 27 Ord Jan 27 : 

Evans, Witu1aM Henry, Wednesbury, Auctioneer Walsall 
Pet Jan 15 Ord Jan 27 

Fizrcuze, Heepert, and Perzr James F.etonen, 
Radcliffe, Lincs, Carters Bolton Pet Jan 29 Ord 
an 29 

aoe A.pert, East Caradon, nr Liskeard, Cornwall, 

ining Engineer Plymouth Pet New6 Ord Jan 30 

GauntietT, James. Liphook, Hants, Builder Portsmouth 
Pet Jan9 OrdJan27 

Gisson, Georce Henuy, Kingston upon Hull, Grocer 

Kingston upon Hull Pet Jan 30 Ord Jan 30 

Gin, rw, South Norwood Hill, Surrey, Builder Croydon 
Pet Dec19 O.d Jan 30° 

GizpuiLt, Grorcz, Milnsbridge, nr Huddersfield, Butcher 
Huddersfield Pet Jan 31 Ord Jan 31 

Gnist, Sipyey James, Worcester Worcester Pet Jan 29 
Ord Jan 29 

Ha.urrr, Francis Joszrs, Porchester rd, Bayswater, 
Licensed Victualler High Court Pet Dec 20 Ord 


Jan 30 
Haypry, J W, Regent’s parade, North Finchley, House 
Fumisher High Court Pet Dec 19 Ord Jan 26 
Hit, Lewis Grouce, Redland, Bristol, Commission Agent 
Bristol Pet Jan5 Ord Jan 31 
Horg, James, Pendleton, Salford, Painter Salford Pet 
Jan 30 Ord Jan 30 
Hosxr, Cuartes Farpertox, Morice Town, Devonport, 
Devon, Painter Plymouth PetJan 30 Ord Jan 30 
Huscuinsox, Witiiam, Biggin, Derby, Farmer Burton on 
Trent Pet Jan30 Ord Jan 30 
James, Wittiam, Caecona, Forestfach. nr Swansea, 
Labourer Swansea Pet Jan31 Ord Jan 31 
Jexxivs, Eowaxp Daviv, New Tredegar, Mon, Clothier 
Tred Pet Jan 12 Ord Jan 31 
Jouxsox, Jonn Samueyt, and Wiiiiam Smrru, Uttoxeter, 
General Hardware Dealers Burton on Trent Pet Jan 
29 Ord Jan 29 
Marries, James Wiiiiam, Sheffield, Commercial 'I'raveller 
Sheffield Pet Jan 30 Ord Jan 30 
Mippieton, Samuru Witiiam, and Freperick Cuaries 
Mipo.erox, Elm Hull, Norwich, Boot Manufacturers 
Norwich Pet Jan 30 Ord Jan 80 
Netugewoop, Artaur, Ecclesfield, nr Sheffield, Grocer 
Sheffield Pet Jan31 Ord Jan 31 
Parr, Joux, Dassett rd, West Norwood, Builder High 
Court Pet Dec20 Ord Jan 20 
Picktrs, Caartes, and Joun Witume Pickus, Halifax, 
Slaters Halifax Pet Jan 30 Ord Jan 30 
Pitt, Ernest Atyaep Ropert, Birmingham, Grocer 
a Pet Jan 27 Ord Jan 29 
Posti.t, 1LuiaM ArtuuR, Pokesdown, Bournemouth, 
Tailor Poole Prt Jan 31 Ord Jan 81 
Porres, Hersert, Nottingham, Grocer Nottingham Pct 
Jan 30 Ord Jan £0 
Powsut, Joun James Henry Dow, New Milton, South- 
gmews, Builder Southampton Pet Jan 30 Ord 
‘an 


Parstuxy, Apert, Bradford, Machinery Merchant 
Bradford Pet Jan 30 Ord Jan 30 

Quixy, Francis James, Padiham, Lanos, Clothicoker 
Burnley Pet Jan 30 Ord Jan 30 

Ratouirrs, Zuma, Bolton, Grocer Bolton Pet Jan 30 
Ord Jan 30 


Rarxer, Tuomas Epwanp, Headlands, Ossett, Yorks 
Dewsbury Fet Jan 31 Ord Jan 81 

Bers, Jines, Swansea, Confectioner Swansea Pet Jan 30 

an 

Rexs, James Sxru Aberaman, Aberdare, Glam, Grocer 
Aberlare Pet Jan 29 Ord Jan 29 

Sourr, Warrer, Walton on Thames, Surrey, Grocer 
Kingston, Surrey Pet May 25 Ord Jan 26 

Bean, Koenrzen Cui.p, Derby, Refreshment House Keeper 
Derby Pet Jan 30 Ord Jan 30 

Suir, CuARtas Heapent, Kingston upon Hull, Cowkeeper 

Sur aguas upon ha Pot Jan 29 Ord Jan 99 
Tren, Gronon Hewny, St George, Bristol, Carpenter 
Bristol ‘Pot Jan 92 Ord Jan 81 

Btaniey, Henver, Pelwall, Staffs, Farmer Walsall Pet 
Jany6 Ord Jan 96 

Sree, Wintiam and James Wiiuax Srest, Leeds, 

pers Leeds Pot Jun 90 Ord Jan 80 

Braavas, Heamann, Fore at av, Manufacturer High Court 
Pet Nov 29 Ord Jan x0 

Tuourson, Wautinoron James, Nottin » Dealer in 
Antiques Nottingham Pot Jan 30 Ord Jan 90 


V aUGHAN, Ricwarp, Aberavon, Grocer Neath Pet Jan 31 Annual Subscriptions WHICH MUST BE PAID 
rs Colchester a 


 Suffol Pet Jan 29 
LA RRS Wxexiy Reporter, in Wrapper, 52+, 


Suita. THomas _ Seth 4 my : Denbigh, post-free. Soxricrrors’ JOURNAL only, 26s. ; 
Country, 288. ; Foreign, 30s.4d. WEEKLY 


le, 
Schoolmast Bangor Pet Jan17 Ord Jan 17 
Amended notice substi uted for that published in the 
REPORTER, in Wrapper, 268.; Country or 


don Gazette of Jan 30: 
Daty, Joux Paraick. Manchester, Beer Retailer Man- 
chester Pet Jan 26 Ord Jan 26 








Where difficulty is experienced in procuring the Foreign, 280. 
SoxrcitoRs’ JOURNAL with regularity it 18 | Volumes bound at the Ofice—cloth, 2s. 9d..; half 
requested that application be made direct to 
the Publisher at 27, Chancery-lane. law calf. 58. 6d. 





MERRYWEATHER 


On FIRE PROTECTION and WATER SUPPLY 
To COUNTRY MANSIONS, ESTATES, &c. 


The **‘ VALIANT ’’ is adapted for every kind of 
Pumping Work, including— 

Fire Protection, 

Water Supply to Houses and Farms, 

Watering Cattle, 

Pumping Out Ponds, 

Irrigating Land, 

Watering Lawns and Gardens, 

Washing Hops, Fruit Trees, &c., &c. 


THE LICHTEST AND MOST POWERFUL PUMP ON 
THE MARKET. 


Weight 6} cwt. Simple in Construction. 


AS SUPPLIED TC— 


Lord Pirbrieht. 
ward Malet (Monaco). | Hon. D. Waring. 
Siiney Harri ..J.P. | Sir Philli 


se a See ee 


MERRYWEATHERS’ “VALIANT” STEAM Wilberforce Bryant, Eq. | Miss A. . 
z PUMP AT WORK. A. MacKenzie, Esq., &e., &c. 


Write for Illustrated Pamphlet No. 8290. 
MERRYWEATHER & SONS, 63, LONG AGRE, W.C.. LONDON, 


FIRE ENGINE MAKERS TO H M. THE KING. 











To Solicitors. 


THE WATIONAL SAFE DEPOSIT CO., LIMITED, 


1, QUEEN VICTORIA STREET, E.C. 


ESTABLISHED 1872. 


Subscribed Capital - - - £198,000. 
Is limited by its Memorandum of Association — 
(1) To the letting of Safes and Vaults. (2) To performing the office of Trestee or Ruseuter. 
All Legal Work connected with Trusts or Exeew'orships will be placed with the Solicitors introducing the same 


Absolute Security. 
Moderate pm Eiat or Speculative Business unsarianen 
SAFES AND STRONG ROOMS FROM &! ts A YEAR. 

For further particulars apply to— A. B. ORAM, Directer~Menager. 





Just Published. 


BUNYON’S LAW OF FIRE: INSURANCE. 


5th Edition. Revised and much Enlarged. 
By R. J. QUIN, LL.B., Barrister.at-Law, 
AND 
F. E. COLENSO, M.A., F.1A., Barrister-at-Law. 
Demy 8vo, 724 pp.,, cloth, price 30s. net. 


BUNYON’S LAW OF LIFE ASSURANCE. 


‘ 4th Edition. 
By J. V. VESEY FITZGERALD, &.C., 
Joint Editor with the late C J BUNYON of Sri Eilition. 
Demy 8vo, 840 pp., cloth, price 31s, 6d. net. 








BMAN. WitiiAM Cuaates, Basingstoke, Coach Builder 
Wi r PetJanié Ord Jan 81 ’ 


London: ©. & E. LAYTON, 56, Farringdon Street. 
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THE LONDON SCHOOL OF LAW. 


ON for BAR, SOLICITORS’, UNI- 

VERSITY, and other LAW EXAMINATIONS, 
CRAILE (clase or a) or by CORRESPONDENCE. 

of Classes and further information apply 

to ihe ROCRETARY, 1, Old Serjeante’-: W.c. 

LAW CLERKS’ ee is called 

to the New Scheme for Instruction, Examinati 

tification of Unarticled Law Clerks. 

can be obtained on application to the ecee. 

N.B.— ° School provides Tuition for the Matriculation, 

Bar, Solicitors’ and University Preliminary Examinations. 


R. F. J. EGERTON WARBURTON, 
























having just the Bar Final (Second Class 
Honours), w: ie to READ with not more than 
three Saiunn for that exam. Constitutional Law or 


Criminal Law ; terms very moderate. — Apply 37, Tavistock- 
crescent, West bourne Park, W. 


LL AY¥.—= of City Solicitors Desires to 
Recommend Book-ke-ping and Common Law Clerk ; 
with them many years, and leaving in conseq 

ama'gamation of businesses ; highest 
care of ‘Solicitors’ Journal ” Office, 27, Chancery-la: ne, 
London, W.C. 





mnee of 








LG -—Solicitor (25; Public School ; 

a AS Tne Cantab. ; aamitted) Desir.s Clerkship ; oo 
Law, Trust, Probate, and General 

bees won Gon mann salary ; excellent references. —Ryorr, 

care of Gurney, Harwell, Aylesbury. 


LAS aig Employment Required by 


Conveyancing Clerk, 20 years’ experience ; 
occasional or constant. — ALPHA, care of “ Solicitors’ 
Journal” Office, 27, Chancery-lane, W.C. 








REEVES & TURNER, 
LAW BOOKSELLERS AND PUBLISHERS. 


Libraries Valued or Purchased, 
A Large Stock of Second-hand Reports and Text-booke 
always on Gale. 


8, Bream’s Bulidings, Chancery Lane, E.C., 
FORMEBLY OF 100, CHANCERY LANE AND CAREY STBEET. 


NOW READY. SECOND EDITION, Price 5s. net. 
AN EPITOME OF THE 


PRACTICE of the CHANCERY and 
KING’S BENCH DIVISIONS 


©F THE HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE. 








} By A. H. POCOCK, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. 
| London: Errixcuam Wi1s0n, 54, Threadneedle-street, E.C. 








For Vacancies for, or introductions to the above, apply to 


J. HARCOURT SMITH, 
The old-established PARTNERSHIP AGENT, 
LAW COSTS DRAFTSMAN, & ACCJUNTANT, 
6i & 62, CHANCERY LANE, W.C. 
N.B.—Vacancies for Articled Clerks. Good Mortgage 
Securities Wanted. 


| ADY DETECTIVE, educated, experienced, 
_4 Undertakes Private and Confidential Inquiries; Divorce, 
Commercial, &c.; strict integrity ; moderate fees ; ‘male and 















RIVATE SECRETARY.—Young Gentle- 
man, Lancs., holdi ponsib) » 1 | 
educated and thorou: eenemahie hen. = with } ny yp 
clerical work, Wesires Engagement as Private Secretary 


female assistants.—Miss Easton, 241, Shaftesbury-avenue, 
(two doors from) New Oxford-street. 


ANTED,~ 14 Volumes, 24 to 37 bps 
inclusive), of the WEEKLY REPORTER.—Reply, 
stating terms, to WiLp, 46, Fenchurch-street, London, E. 











Ss s Pages supply highest references as to 
Address 8, 7.8, care of “ Bolici 





Soumal”’ Ofice 27, Sr lane, W.C 
ARERD, in Solicitor’s Office in Man- | 
Shorthand and Bill Clerk.— 

Fr ay er Bm pe 


and salary, L. 49, “ Cuurier’ 
J ig fEES a to Invest in well- | 
secured Freehold tsround-rents and first-class Free- } 
hold Shop Property or Mort gages.—solicitors having such | 
fur disposal piease write parucalars to A. M., 44, Albion- 
road, Hampstead. 


’ 



































RECIS and TRANSLATIONS of Spanish, | 
Suman, and cage Documents; great general 
ge and «x in many countries ; 
missions uadertaaecn at the cae notice.—Joux Peazce, | 
63, Cariton-mansicons, Maida Vale, W. | 


AW.—GREAT SAVING.— For prompt 
- payment 2 per cent. will be taken off the following 











a. 2 
Abstracts Copied «+  «» © & per sheet. 
Briefs and Drafts oss «« 2 3 per 20 folios, 
Deeds Round Hand en.. o- @ 2 per folio. | 
Deeds Abstractei me oo. 2. © per sheet. 

© 2 per folio. 


KEER & LANHAM, 16, Furnival-strect, Holborn, B.C 


%O PARENTS and GUARDIANS. — A 
Vaeaney occurs for an Articied Pupil with denial 
surges (bAh periners 1.D.5., Bit. Kog.), baviog « 
large and goui-clax practice in eutbern subus ban distrut. 
Pugil would bave advantege of boepital practice from 
Cmumencemest of articies under one of primes 
AGarem, Uestsi, co. “ tolicittore’ Journal’ 
Cramcery-lan-, WC. j 














| = - andc }, four bedrooms 
* | newly furnished 


| months, £6 6s. per week for shorter peri 
Montagu 


URNISHED CHAMBERS, in Gray’s-inn, 
pA ay gardens, 7S be L&T during owner's 
ce abroad ; sitting-room, dining-room, kitchen, bath- 
attic; electric eet i 
comfort ; no 
er "week for six 


with every regard to 
rent, including plate and linen, £5 5e. 
; good cook can 


be left. —Apply to & Robinson, 36, Cole- 


| man-street, K. 





N ONEY AVAILABLE for MORTGAGE. 


—Sound Securities only entertained; Freehold or | a Camb.). 


Leasehold ; Fuods up to £100,000; no commission. —Apply, | 
| Arruvr ALvEIpor & Co., F. All., ’Cromweil House, Surrey- 
street, Strand. 








8. FISHER, 188, Strand. 





| 
| 


C. | 














ST. ANDREW'S HOSPITAL 


MENTAL DISEASES, 
NORTHAMPTON, 
For the Upper and Middle Classes only, 


PRESIDENT : 
THE RIGHT HON. THE EARL SPENCER, K.G, 





The Institution is pleasantly situated in a healthy 
locality, one mile from the Northampton Station of th, 
London and North-Western and Midland Railways, and 
one-and-a-half hours only from London, and is surrounded 
by more than 100 acres of pleasure grounds. 

PR ee ey 2ls 6d. to £4 4s. a week, 

e requirements of the case. These terms may be 
K..” by the Committee of Management under special 
circumst inces. 


Patients pa; hi; rates can have Special Atte: 
Horses and pas et Private Rooms in the fhoepial 
or in Detached Villas in the Grounds of the Hospital ; or at 
Hoeuital. Park, a branch establishment, two miles from the 


‘There is also a Seaside House, Bryn-y-Neuadd 
Lianfairfechan, N. Wales, beautifully oe in a park 
180 acres, to which patients may be sen’ 
nie further information apply to ne Medical Superin- 

lent. 


BUNTINGFORD RETREAT AND 
SANATORIUM. 





| FOR GENTLEMEN SUFFERING FROM 


INEBRIEBTY OR ABUSE OF DRUGS. 
Privately or under the Inebriates Acts. 
Two Resident Medical Officers. 


Terms - - 1} to 3} Guineas. 
3 mile from Station, G.E.R. 


Apply to 
“Superintendent,” Hillside, Buntingford, 


INEBRIET Y. 


MELBOURNE HOUSE, LEICESTER, 
PRIVATE HOME FOR LADIES. 
Attendant : —— SEVESTRE, us. 
( Principal : M. RILEY, Assoc. 

| Btudy of pee. Thirty ad Experience. Excellent 

| Legal and Medical References. For terms and particulars 

apply fee MILEY, or the Principal. 

‘TELEGRAPHIC Avpness: “ MEDIUAL, LEICESTER.” 


Treatment of INEGRIETY. 


OALRYMPLE HOUSE, 


RICKMANSWORTH, SERTS. 
For Gentlemen, under the Act and privately. 
Yor Terms, &c. apply to 
. DW. HOGG, M.R.C.8., &., 
Medica Supers 
Telephone: P.O. 16, Rickmanswortn, 














Treatmeat of Iecvricty and ine Drug Madbil. 


HIGH SHOT HOUSE, 
ST. MARGARET'S, EAST TWICKENHAM, 8.W. 


(Private Home, Licensed, and under Goverament 
Supervision.) 
Gentlemen are received either under the Act, or as Private 


pees «= Special Arrangements for Professional and Busi- 


ess Men, to whom time is an object. Boutung, Tennis, 
Oyeling, Billiarda, deo 
For ‘fLerms vo he Besipent Mepicat Surenintes pest, 
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nen Bow Valuatione. 









AIO Dan 


are pe ep eae 2 requested te kindly Reoom- 
fxecuters and sthere 


LONDON, W. 


ESTABLISHED 1772. 


me  —— ae Sm 





ST UATIONS | 
PINK & S0N4 


Ss O—— 


s & 2, GRACECHURCH STREET, CORNHILL, E.C., and 17 & 18, PICCADILLY, 
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